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pitration, particularly in regard to money mat- 
ase discouraged. I would rather see it encour- 
As the Senator from Delaware admits, we 
were not bound to go to war with Portugal on 

.ount of the claim. He says we might demand 

and it was & just cause of war, but not a suffi- 
ent cause of war. A nation, owing to peculiar 
ircumstances, May Or may not enforce these pri- 
vate claims of citizens at the cannon’s mouth. 
Generally, and, in fact, always, it is unwise, if the 
sation who has made the aggression is willing to 
refer it to fair arbitration. After pursuing the 
claim for forty years, as | have said, we referred 

+ to the then President, and now Emperor, of 
France. He decided that the claimants were 
entitled to nothing from Portugal; and now they 

ome to Congress and ask us to pay them, al- 
though this Government pressed the claim for 
forty years, although it threatened to withdraw 

ur Minister at Portugal, and went to the very | 
brink of war; for the Senator from Delaware 

very nearly came to that point when he was Sec- 

retary of State. A subsequent Administration 
agreed to refer it to a third Power, of eminent 
ability in Europe, which was a wise, a just, and 

roper course. Now, these people say it was 

lone without their knowledge and consent. If 
they did not like it, they made no protest against 
the reference. They stood by. Again, they | 
say they wished to be heard, but were not heard. 
These are mere pretexts; they are not reasons. 
We referred the case to an arbitrator, and he de- 

sided that the claimants were entitled to nothing. 
| hold that arbitration is a proper and just way 
for settling such difficulties among nations. The 
umpire decided against the claimants; and now 
they have the effrontery, for I can call it nothing 
else,to come here and say the American Govern- 
ment is liable. I want to know the principle on 
which we are liable. The Government has done 
its full duty, and has taken a legitimate and proper 
mode of enforcing the claim. It has been decined 
by the arbitrator that the claimants have no 
rights in the premises; and in the face of this decis- 
on they turn round and call upon the American 
Government to compensate them in damages. It 
isunjust. There is no principle of international | 
law; there is no principle of national justice, which 
authorizes them to call on the Treasury of the 
United States for the payment of this claim. 

Mr. CLAYTON. Mr. President, if the hon- 
orable Senator from Georgia were perfectly cor- 
rect in all his facts, | should have nothing to say 
as to his inferences; but he discusses the case 
without reference to the facts. Is it true, does the 
testimony show that this Government did its 
whole duty in this case? Why, sir, the report 
shows that, for a period of twenty years, the case 
was utterly neglected, in despite of all the efforts 
of the claimants to call the attention of the Gov- 
ernment to it. Was that performing the duty of 
the Government? Did the Government owe no 
better protection to its citizens than that? 

Again, sir, the report and the testimony show 
the fact, not only that the matter was referred 
without the consent of the claimants, but that they 
never had an opportunity of presenting and en- 
forcing their claim before the arbitrator; while, on 
the other hand, the agents of the Portuguese Gov- 
ernment, and the British Government, were both 
active up to the last moment, when they procured 
thedecision. Was that doing justice to the claim- 
ants? Have they, indeed, under these circum- 
stances, no right to complain of their Government? 
[ differ from the honorable Senator entirely on 
that point. 

There is another point on which I differ from 
the honorable Senator. He says that we have 
made a treaty of peace with England; that she 
was answerable to us for the damage, and not 
Portugal; and that we turned from a strong and 
powerful nation to a weak one. Sir, England 
never was answerable for these damages. The 
damages committed by her were committed in 
open war against us. She was answerable to 
Portugal, but never answerable to us for one | 
dollar of the claim. 
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her for its payment. There were no circum- 
stances to justify us when making the treaty of 
Ghent, nor at any time after the treaty of Ghent, 
in asking England to pay one dollar for the loss 
of this privateer. We closed all accounts with her 
at the end of the war. We mightas well have un- 
dertaken toclaim damages for the loss of the frigate 
Chesapeake, or any other capture which the Brit- 
ish made in the course of the war, or for taking 
any privateer, or any of our merchant ships. All 
these things were settled in the general treaty of 
peace, and we had no claim on England, nor had 
she any claim on us, for all those ships of hers 
that—thanks to the gallantry of our Navy—were 
destroyed during that war. No such thing as 
rights after the war exist for damages done during 
it. But, sir, we had a right to insist that the 
neutral Power of Portugal should perform its du- 
ties, and that that Government should pay us what 
it was bound to pay us for the loss of this vessel; 


/and then it would have had a clear right to de- 


| her? 


mand the amount from the British Government; 
and that demand, under the laws of nations, they 
would not have dared to resist. 

Why, sir, the British paid them a part of the 
claim. In firing into the privateer they fired into 
the town, and did a great deal of damage. All 
that’ was actually paid for; but they determined to 
avoid the question of paying for this privateer. 
By paying for the damages done to the town they 
acknowledged that they were bound to pay Por- 
tugal for the privateer; but they urged Portugal— 
and they always had immense influence with 
her—not to pay for the vessel. They were en- 
gaged in exerting themselves in prevailing on Por- 
tugal, up to the last moment, not to pay us. If 
Portugal had been compelled to pay us, does any 
man doubt that England would have had to pay 
Certainly not. 

Sir, it was always believed by those who un- 
derstood this question best, that there was a per- 
fect assurance on the part of the British ew. 


| ernment that this claim should be paid to Portugal 


whenever Portugal should pay us. Indeed, it 
was believed by many at one time, that England 
had actually paid her part of the claim for this 
vessel, but how that wasI neverknew. Surely, 
there is nothing in the idea that we had a claim 
on England. No, sir, we enforced against Eng- 
land all that we ought to have enforced, and we 
made a final treaty of peace, which settled all dis- 
putes between her and us. 

A word now in regard to the principle which 
the honorable Senator announces, that Portugal 


| was a weak nation, and therefore we should not 


| make a claim on her. 
| will be the consequence? 


If that is our rule, what 
If we should ever have 
another war with Great Britain, she would treat 
us constantly as she did during the last war. 
Take, for instance, the case of the Essex, which 
ran into the,harbor of Valparaiso, belonging to a 
weak nation. According to this idea, we shall 
obtain no damages for that or any other case of 
the same sort; and if any of our ships, in a future 
war, run into the harbors of a weak nation, and 
the world is full of weak nations, we can never 
enforce the neutrality of its ports. 

Sir, although England would not have had to 
pay us out of her own pocket, if we had succeeded 
in making Portugal pay, the blow we aimed was 
at England, and we knew she would be compelled 
to pay Portugal; but if we are to pursue the prin- 
ciple, that, because a nation is weak, when our 
ships run into the ports of that nation, we will not 
hereafter enforce payment for the damages done 
us by the failure of that nation to enforce its neu- 
trality, we shall have no protection at all against 
British cruisers in any future war. I am not dis- 
posed to press this case any further. I have sub- 
mitted my views in regard to it. I am satisfied of 
its justice, and I shall cheerfully vote for the bill. 

Mr. TOOMBS. Mr. President, | supposed 
that the Senator from Delaware was going to cor- 
rect me on some point of fact, from the manner in 
which he commenced his remarks. It seems, 


however, to result in a mere difference of opinion | 
We had no right to look to || between us, as to whether this Government has | 


done its duty. It appears from the report on the 
table, which the Senator appears to have read 
carefully, for his speech is very much a recital of 
the facts stated in the report, that we attempted, 
immediately after the occurrence, to obtain com- 
pensation from Portugal. It is true the claim was 
not continuously pressed. There were various 
circumstances, which are disclosed in the report, 
why it was not continuously urged. The condi- 
tion of the House of Braganza, the emigration to 
this continent of the royal family, and the internal 
troubles of Portugal, are some of the reasons 
given in the report, why the representatives of 
our Government did not persist in enforcing the 
claim at all times. It seems, in the end, that there 
was nothing to press. The result of the transac- 
tion has been that there was no claim. 

The Senator lays down the principle of national 
law, 1 presume,much broader than he intends. I 
hold that it is one of the legitimate objects of wa: 
to get reparation for all the damages done to the 
private property, or public property of the nation 
forced to go to war. I take issue with the gentle- 
man on that point. I say that this is one of the 
most uniform and best established laws of nations; 
which has been recognized from the foundation of 
the world. The party in the wrong is bound, ac- 
cording to onan justice and the laws of nations, 
to compensate for all damages done inthe war. If 
the injured power is strong enough, it makes the 
other do this. It is a principle very well known. 
That is the object of war, as laid down by all the 
publicists; and this ought to be the only object, to 
make the party in the wrong pay the damages. 
Whenever you have a war with the Indians you 
make them do this. Why, sir, the other day we 
had a claim before the Senate, the foundation of 
which was the supposition that General Jackson, 
took a very unreasonable amount of the lands of 
certain Indians, as indemnity for the expenses of 
the war. 

1 deny that the Senator has laid down the sound 
principles of national lawin the speech which he 
has madeon this question. We ought to have made 
England pay the damages. She committed the 
wrong, and there was natural justice in compelling 
her to pay for it, and it was against natural justice 
to make Portugal pay. A wrong was ‘ote to 
Portugal, and to us, in the ports of Portugal. She 
had a right to rnake war with England for that 
cause; but I say there is no natural justice in 
making her pay damages for an act which was 
itself a violation of her rights, and from which 
she derived no benefit. 

Suppose that, in the war raging between Russia 
on one side, and Turkey and her allies on the 
other, a Russian vessel should happen to be in one 
of our ports on the Chesapeake, where we have no 
naval armaments, and no vessels of war; suppose 
two or three vessels of the other side came into 
the same port, engaged in contest with the Russian 
ship, and destroyed it—I would not pay Russia 
for it. I am not bound to pay her for it. It is 
not natural justice. 1 have ioe her no wrong, 
but the nation at war with her has done me wrong, 
and has done hera wrong, and | might unite with 
her in obtaining justice from the other nation, if 
public considerations allowed it, but | would not 
pay Russia to-morrow in such a case. It would 
not be sound morality or sound international law, 
to require me to do it; and, therefore, I say Por- 
tugal ought not to have paid the claim in this case. 
She might have paid it, and might have demanded 
damages from England, but we had no right to go 
to war with her because of it.. 

I think, as I said before, that this Government 
did its whole duty towards these ciaimants. I 
wholly disapprove the mode in which the negoti- 
ation was carried on by the honorable Senator 
himself, as Secretary of State. He was carrying 
his notions of rights of war and national law to 
an extent which could not be maintained. The 
administration of Mr. Fillmore, in abandoning the 
ground which he assumed, and submitting the 
case to arbitration, did what was just and humane. 
We ought not to have gone to war for any such 
cause. Why, sir, at this very moment we have 
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claims for injuries done to our citizens by the | 
sritish Government, which are being settled by a 
commission in England; and we have provided 
for an umpire to settle differences which arise 
between ine re spective COMMIUssioners, i supp Fe 
that if we allow this claim, those of our people 
whose claims are decided against by that com- 
mission will come to the House of Representatives 
and the Senate, and get their claims paid here. 1 
say that this Government must assert the claims 
and rights of its citizens in such a manner as 
to it seems most wise, just, and proper. We have 
a great many interests to look after, and we are 
not to go to war because some one imagines he 
has been cheated out of $10 or $10,000 by a for- 
eign Governiment. We havea right to go to war 
for such a cause, but we are not bound to do it. 
In this case, we have gone on and submitted the 
claim to arbitration. ‘This was a legitimate, just, 
and humane mode of settling it, and one which 
oucnt rather to be encouraged than discouraged; 
aud, therefore, 6m that principle, | think this claim 
oucht to be driven from the Congress of the Uni- 
ted States, We referred the claim to an umpire, 
a man of ability, and he decided against it. 

There is a paucity of facts in support of the 
We are not told why the claimants did 
not go and argue the case. The Senator states 
what does not appear in the case, when he says 
the British and Portuguese were there arguing 
before the arbitrator. I find nothing of that sort 
substantiated by the report. ‘The facts on which 
I have been arguing this case are inthe report. I 
take what is there stated to be true. I say, from 
what there appears, that this Governmtnt has 
taken a legitimate and proper mode for adjusting 
the claim; and it has been decided that the claim- 
ants have no rights against Portugal, and could 
have had none. Of course, we might have made 
England pay; but, as the Senator properly states 
the rule of international law, the treaty of peace 
with England in 1815, closed up all grievances 
against her. 

Mr. CLAYTON. Mr. President, the Senator 
has twice said that which is entirely destitute of 
foundation, when he has said that, under the nego- 
tiations which | was conducting for the recovery 
of damages for this vessel, we were going to war. 
There is nothing to justify that assertion in any 
part of the correspondence which I had, or which 
was had by General Taylor during his time, or by 
anybody under his authority. There is nothing 
of the kind. The only thing which he contem- 
plated doing, was this: In the event of the refusal 
of Portugal to pay the claim, he intended to sub- 


claim. 


' 
mit the whole facts for the consideration of Con- 


rress, with an assurance to the Portuguese Govern- 
ment that he would abide any decision which 
Congress should choose to make in regard to the 
matter. I know very well what is stated in the 
report; but I say there is nothing in the corres- 
pondence to show that there was a determination 
on the part of this Govenment to go to war with- 
out the consent of Congress. It was only intended 
that the Executive should transmit to Congress 
all the correspondence connected with the subject, 
and should abide the decision which Congress 
might make. We did it. So far as related to 
myself, | am proud to say I would not have hesi- 
tated at all to enforce this claim against Portugal, 
and compel her to pay it if we possibly could. It 
was & most outrageous piece of conduct on the 
partof Portugal. She always has been the ally of 
England. Her wishes and feelings have always 
been with England, and on that occasion she took 
sides with England in the controversy about this 
privateer. She enforced her neutrality against us, 


but she did not attempt to enforce itagainst Great | 


Britain. 


With regard to what the gentleman said as to | 


England being responsible to us for all the dam- 


ages of the war, | havenothing tosay. He admits | 


that when the treaty of peace was made, there 
was an end of all our claims upon England. It 


would have been a rare thing, indeed, if the nego- | 


tiators at Ghent had sat down to make an estimate 
of the damages suffered on both sides, and of 
every ship and vessel captured in that war. They 
never thought of such a thing. We could have 
made no peace on such terms. Neither party 
contemplated making a peace on the basis of mu- 
tually compensating each other for all the dam- | 
ages that were done. It was agreed on both sides | 


they had done us; and then, on certain high prin- 


ciples long connected with the subject of peace and 
war, the treaty of peace was made and ratified. 

I trust, sir, that the Senate will not lightly re- 
ject this claim. The effect of doing so, in my 
judgment, will be to say to our citizens hereafter, 
in all cases of this description, when they seek 
protection under the guns of a neutral port, and 
they fail to obtain it, **we will not demand and 
not enforce it; and ceasing to demand, or certainly 
to enforce, we will not pay the damages our- 
selves.’ ‘hese men owed obedience to the laws 
of their country, and were compelled to observe 
them. Their country owed to them protection in 
return. Their country has not give them the pro- 
tection which it was bound to give. 

The honorable Senator contends that the Gov- 
ernment has done all it could. Why, sir, if you 
willlook to the facts, you will find, as I said before, 
that, for a period of fully twenty years, nothing 
was done in regard to the claim. It was entirely 
overlooked, and why? Part of the time, it was 
said by one of our Secretaries, because of the 
embarrassing circumstances in which Portugal 
was then placed; this prevented our Government 
from enforcing the claim. The Government of 
Portugal was then distracted by internal dissen- 
sions, and we, therefore, did not press this de- 
mand. ‘This Government was undoubtedly at 
liberty, on considerations of this kind, to assume 
this high ground; but it should do it at its own 
expense. You could afford to be magnanimous, 
but you ought not to be magnanimous at the ex- 
pense of those citizens who had just claims. 

Sir, I say again, thatin my humble judgment 
the expenditure of this amountof money from the 
Treasury could not be better made for the interests 
of the country than by paying thisclaim. You 
need not pretend that this will set a precedent. 
You have never had such a case before; you will 
never have such a one again. You may have, in 
future wars, instances of gallantry and devotion to 
the country as great as we find here; you may 
have as much true American feeling manifested; 
you may have a vessel cut out under the guns of 
a neutral, or even a hostile fort; but you will not 
have such a case as this again presented to you. 
Here, after having referred the matter—with or 
without the consent of the parties, I care not— 
the Government furnished the claimants with no 
opportunity whatever to vindicate their claim. 
Whenever a case of that sort presents itself dis- 
tinctly to the honorable Senator from Georgia, } 
trust he will concede that the Government is bound 
to pay it. In this case it appears to me the Gov- 
ernment is bound to pay, because it has not done 
its duty, in not furnishing the individual with 
ample opportunity of obtaining remuneration. 
Mr. Reid says that he was not allowed to lay his 
grounds before the arbitrator; and it does not ap- 
pear that our Minister at Paris was instructed to 
make any representations whatever upon the sub- 
ject to Louis Napoleon. Nothing was done, I 
believe, but to send a Mr. Shattuck with the 
papers to France. I think that while the British 
and Portuguese Ministers were laboring with 
Louis Napoleon, we, if our own Minister did not 
labor the case with him, should at least have given 


| notice to the claimants that they stood defenseless 


before the arbitrator. If they had appeared before 


the arbitrator, is it possible that he could have 


rested his decision on sucha ridiculous pretext as 
it is rested upon in his report, that the Americans, 
and not the British, commenced the attack ? 

Mr. PRATT. Mr. President, I do not know 
that I very correctly apprehend the principle in- 
volved in this bill; but if I do, I think the argu- 
ments of my learned and distinguished friends 
from Louisiana and Delaware will present very 
anomalous results. The honorable Senator from 
Louisiana contends that this Government could 
neither treat, negotiate, nor arbitrate in reference 
to this claim without the assent of the claimants. 
The honorable Senator from Delaware contends 
that if our Minister should treat, without giving 
to the claimant an opportunity to present the 
facts upon which his claims are predicated, this 
Government becomes answerable. The result of 
either proposition is the same; it places in the 
hands of the claimant the power of making war, 


| or imposes upon this Government the omereee 


to pay the claim. I think I can make this palpable 
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1 concede, for the purpose of this 
‘the law of nations to be, that a neutra 
obliged to protect the vessels of a friendly bellic 


erent within its port from the attacks of an enem. 


arzument, 
] nation la 


That extent for which either of the honor 

able has contended. Conceding that ; 
° a = é 0 

bes -ernational law, it imposed upon Por 


tugel, agers this attack was made Without 

ustufiable provocation on th 7 
within a neal port of Pectin aie 

os co _ y the vessels 
of Great Britain, the obligation to pay. That is 
the «gument of the Senators. Now, | concede 
for the sake of the argument, these two principles. 
The obligation to pay, according to Senators? 
ergument, would depend on the fact whether this 

tack was made with or without sufficient cause 
If we made the first attack, as was contended by 

> *.: : 

Portugal, then, undoubtedly, the British vegse| 
had a right to resist, and, if the stronger, had q 
right to take our vessel, without any violation of 
the neutrality of Portugal, so far as we were con. 
cerned. ‘That is clear. 

Then, sir, we negotiated in reference to this 
claim. Failing to obtain a successful result by 
negotiation, we referred it to arbitration, and the 
referee has actually decided that the first attack 
was made by our people, and that consequently 
there was no offense against the principle of inter. 
national law contended for by the honorable Sena. 
tors. They had a right to make the attack; they 
had a right to take the vessel, according to the de. 
cision of the referee, because our people made the 
first attack upon the crews of the British boats, 

Now, Mr. President, | ask the attention of my 
honorable friend from Louisiana, and also of my 
honorable friend from Delaware, to answer this 
proposition. Assume this to be the law. Then, 
although an arbitration has taken place, although 
the referee has decided that our people made the 
first attack, and that consequently there was no 
offense against the law of nations in the conduct 
of the British; although that has been the decision, 
they say we are answerable, because, according to 
the argument of one, the claimants did not consent 

| to the arbitration; and, according to the argument 
| of the other, because the Minister of the United 
States neglected his duty in not giving notice to 
the claimants, that they might bring forward their 
arguments. 

Mr. SLIDELL. Will my honorable friend 
from Maryland permit me to explain ? 

Mr. PRATT. Certainly. 

Mr. SLIDELL. I certainly did not advance 
any pretension so utterly untenable as that which 
my friend from Maryland has done me the honor 
to ascribe to me. I admit, unequivocally, that if 
that fact were conceded, if it were true beyond 
dispute that the first attack emanated from the 
erew of the General Armstrong, I should say that 
the claimants here presented themselves without 
any just claim. I would beg leave, however, to 
refer the Senator from Maryland to the fact which 
appears, perhaps, not in the report, but certainly 
does appear on the papers on file, and which | 
assert cannot be contradicted, that, in the first 
instance, the Government of Portugal expressly 
recognized that there had been a gross violation 
of the neutrality of the port of Fayal on the part 
of the British squadron, and remonstrated against 
it in the most earnest and indignant terms, and 
demanded satisfaction. After the lapse of many 
years, a change came over the spirit of their 
dream. They found they could obtain no satis- 
faction from England. Their relations with Eng- 
land, as the Senator well knows, were of the most 
amicable character. After the lapse of years, 
their game was entirely changed. They then, 
far from admitting that the attack proceeded from 
the British squadron, attempted to prove directly 
the reverse of what they had admitted on all pre- 
vious occasions, and asserted that the attack had 
been made, in the first instance, by the crew of 
the General Armstrong. 

If the case were unfounded, I should say that 
the claimants had sustained no damage by the de- 
cision of the Emperor of France in the merits of 
the case; but I assume this principle: that where 
a citizen does not assent to the reference of his 
claim to a third Power, and when that third Power 
decides his case upon the assumption of a false 
statement of facts, if I may use that expression; 
and when the party, not only never assented to 


to the common-sense view of every member of || such a reference, but never had an ghportansy of 
that we bad done them about as much damage as |! the Senate. 


\| being heard in support of the principles he advo- 
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cated; then, I say, these facts being affirmatively 
vowed, they take such a claim out of the ordinary 
-inciple that the citizen is bound by the act of 

_ Government, and place the Government of the 
United States in the same position ir “*~ Por- 

al was before—responsible for and 

bound to indemnify the sufferers. 
Mr. PRATT. Mr. President, [ understand 
the principle, as explained by my honorable 
siend, to be the same which I stated it to be be- ' 
fore. This is a question of fact as to the liebility 
of our Government. He says thatif our G..’ #rn- 
ment treated without giving these parties nolice, 
and without having the facts before them, they 
were answerable to the claimants; and he al#o 
says they would be answerable if they referr<t 
the case to arbitration without having the fi cts 
which the claimants could bring to the notice of 
the arbitrator, brought before him. The Senator 
states, and no doubt correctly, that the arbitrator 
has decided against the weight of the evidence. 
He says the arbitrator has rejected the claim 
against the weight of evidence. That may be so; 
but still the broad principle contended for is, that 
our Government, having made a reference, and 
having made that reference in good faith, because 
the decision of the arbitrator is against the claiin, 
weare answerable for it! That, at last, is the broad 
nroposition. We are not bound to go behind 
that arbitration for the purpose of inquiring into 
the facts. The question of obligation upon us 
cannot depend upon the existence of any state of 
facts whatever, provided we had the right to make 
the reference; because, if we had power to make 
the reference without the agreement of the claim- 
ant, the decision of the referee is binding on the 
claimant, and binding on us, and imposes no 
obligation on us to pay the claimant, if the decision 
was wrong. 

| think the doctrine assumed by the Senator 
from Delaware is still more untenable. We have 
Ministers abroad intrusted by our Constitution 
with the conduct of negotiations between this 
Government and foreign nations; and he contends 
hat this Government is unanswerable to all pri- 
vate claimants for the consequences, if one of our 
Ministers does not present such arguments as the 
claimant may think ought to be presented, or if 
he does not present such facts as the claimant 
could have produced if he had been notified. The 
doctrine of the honorable Senator is, that the neg- 
lect of the Minister so to act would impose on the 
Government an obligation to pay the private 
claimant, er go to war for it; and that if you do 
not get his claim paid, or do not go to war for it, 
you will be obliged to pay it yourselves. I can- 
not concede this 

Mr. SLIDELL. Will the Senator permit me 
to explain again? 


Mr. PRATT. I have finished. 


Mr. SLIDELL. ‘I'he report expressly admits 


that the citizen has not a right to call on the Gov- 
ernment of his country to pursue the extreme 
remedy for the enforcement of his rights. It may 
abstain from war. What is complained of in this 
case is, that the Government, when it had the fac- 
ulty and the right of folding its arms and remain- 
ing idle, chose, without the knowledge or assent 
of the claimant, to submit the claim to arbitration. 

Mr.SEWARD. Mr. President, the honorable 
Senator from Georgia has argued this question, and 
80 have others, as if it were altogether a question 
whether the Government was bound to pay this 
claim, and, arriving at the result that the Govern- 
mentis not bound to pay it, they express, in em- 
phatic language, their opinion that the claim ought 
to be driven out of Congress. Now, I am sure 
that almost the first lessons which those honorable 
Senators, like myself received in the history of 
ihe country, was the contemporaneous fact of the 
brilliant achievement of Captain Reid, in the com- 
mand of the privateer General Armstrong during 
the last war. Remembering that, I think they will 
agree with me that the light in which we ought 
to view the question is rather this: not whether 
we are bound to pay this claim, but whether it is 
right to pay it. If they shall come to the con- | 
clusion that itis not right to pay it, even then, 
instead of driving it out of Congress, I hope they 
will dismiss it, if obliged to do so, with regret and 
Sorrow. I certainly come to the question in that 
Spirit. 

I do not intend to go into a full review of all | 


| Government itself admits is false. 


the facts. The report is very full, very express, |! 


and very ample; and the argument of the Senator 
from Louisiana, and of the Senator from Delaware, 
is entirely complete and sufficient on the whole 
case. I shall only dwell upon a single aspect or 
two of the facts. 

It seems to be discussed as if this were a mere 
case of an ordinary private claim of a private citi- 
zen, who had had a vessel lying in the harbor of 
Fayal in a time of war, which the public enemy 
had assailed and destroyed. Then, upon that as- 
sumption of facts, that this is a mere private case 
of private property destroyed by a public enemy 
in a neutral harbor, it is argued that we have done 
all that we were obliged to do, and all that was 
just and necessary to do, when we prosecuted 
that claim against the neutral Power. Sir, this 
was a privateer, an armed vessel, a belligerent 
vessel, called into service as a part of the naval 
power of the country, to prosecute the war in 
which we were engaged against England. She 
necessarily provoked the very hostilities by which 
she suffered, which hostilities she would have 
escaped if she had been the ordinary property of 
a private citizen, and not a belligerent vessel. 

Now, then, when a private citizen, at the invi- 
tation of his country, embarks his property ina 
public war, I think that citizen has a right to ex- 
pect that the Government of the United States will 
insist, for his protection, upon the observance of 
the laws of nations by neutral Powers. If she, 
by her belligerent demonstrations, exposes herself 
to attack in the port of a neutral Power, he has a 
right to expect that the Government will enforce 
protection so far as it is due by the law of nations. 

If this vessel had been a public vessel, the Gov- 
ernment of the United States would have had no 
question about it, but could have released the neu- 
tral Power from any claim for damages which 
were sustained. But this is private property, and 
private property which the Government procured 
to be used for its own safety. I think, then, it 
was bound to exercise peculiar diligence in the 
prosecution of this claim. I think that the mo- 
ment the nation failed to compel respect, by a 
neutral Power, to the laws of nations, and so to 
enforce the protection which was due to this ves- 


sel, from that time this privateer became entitled | 


to relief from the Government of the United States 
directly. The Government has neglected, and 
has refused to grant this relief. It has contented 
itself with referring the question to arbitration. 
An award has been obtained against these citizens. 
The question is now asked, whether that is-not a 
discharge of the obligation of the Government to 
them. I answer that it is, if the award is just and 
right upon the merits of the case; but if it is not, 
then the claim of the citizens upon this Govern- 
ment remains, because it is a claim which was 
good and perfect, in the first instance, against the 
Government. The Government sought for its 
indemnity by reclamation upon Portugal. It had 
a right, and I think it would have been just, to 
make good the damage to those of its citizens 
before seeking reparation from Portugal. 

Mr. FESSENDEN. I wish to ask the Sena- 
tor from New York a question. Suppose this 
Government had gone to war with Portugal to 
obtain redress, and for want of power had failed 
to get it, would it then have been bound, would it 
have been under any obligation of morality or 
justice to pay the claim? If not, why should it 
be so after having submitted to arbitration? 

Mr. SEWARD. It would depend altogether 
upon the ability of the Government in that case. 
The Government having resorted to war or arbi- 
tration, does not change the nature of the case at 
all. It was bound to pay, if it was able. If it 
was not able to pay, these individuals must suf- 
fer, in common with all the other individuals who 
suffer by war; but if the Government was able to 
pay, it was bound to pay in the first instance, and 
its resort to war or arbitration does not affect the 
case. 

The Government now pleads the award; but the 
award is founded upon a state of facts which the 
If, then, the 
award is founded upon a false state of facts, it is 
unjust, and the Government cannot be thereby 
discharged from its obligations. It is true, the 
argument is enforced very strongly by the con- 
sideration that the Government, without the con- 
sent of the parties, undertook to refer to a foreign 
Power the question whether it would pay the 
claim. 
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not to be addressed by the citizen, and before 
whom it failed to present the claim, but left the 
decision to be made in error, either from gross 
mistake or partiality on the part of the arbitrator. 
it strikes me, therefore, that there are abundant 
reasons why we can rightfully pay this claim. 
That is all | contend for, and that 1s enough for 
me. 

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, my sympa- 
thies lead me to vote for this claim, and | am not 
sure that I shall not be compelled todo so. There 
is but one ground, however, on which | suppose 
the claim can be sustained, and that is a question 
on which my mind has not been brought to bear 
at all, and, therefore, | do not yet feel certain as 
to the result at which I ought to arrive. 

I have no doubt that the Government of the 
United States, acting on behalfof acitizen, and in 
order to prosecute a claim against a foreign Power, 
has a right to enterinto a reference, if it see fit so 
to do, with or without the consent of that citizen. 
When they represent him, everything must be 
left to their discretion. The doubt which arises 
in my mind as to the non-liability of the United 
States is this: The claim was referred toa foreign 
Government, and the decision was against the 
claimants; but in making that reference, the Uni- 
ted States entered into no stipulation whatever 
that the citizens or the Government of the United 
States should not be heard before the arbitrator. 
It would have been contrary to the first principles 
of justice if they had entered into any such stip- 
ulation as that the arbitrator should take the case 
and decide it without any hearing whatever, either 
on the part of the Government of the United 
States or the individual claimants. 

1 have looked at the words of the treaty by 
which the arbitration was agreed to be made, and 
I find nothing to restrict the right of the party 
to be heard, if his Government chose to adduce 
further proof or further argument. The claimant 
in this case, after this treaty had been ratified by 
the Senate, applied to the Secretary of State in 
order to have a written argument in support of his 
claim go before the arbitrator—before the Govern- 
mentselected to make the decision as to the liability 
of Portugal. 

Of the liability of Portugal on the facts stated by 
the committee, | can entertain no doubt. Of the 
error of the decision of the Emperor of France, | 
have no doubt. The only question in my mind 
as to the liability of the Government, is, whether 
the act of the Government of the United States, 
in refusing either to let the party, who wished to 
be heard, have a hearing through his own written 
argument before the arbitrator, or in neglecting 
themselves to instruct their own Minister to muke 
proper representations before the arbitrator so that 
the case might be fully heard, and not be decided 
either on a careless or an ez parle examination, 
does not amount to such gross negligence on the 
part of the Government, after having chosen to 
enter into this arbitration, that we havea right to 
look behind the award, and if we are satisfied the 
award was wrong, then to say that we ought to 
make the claim good. 

I am not disposed to push too far the principle 
of the liability of the Government on account of 
such negligence; but the refusal of the then Secre- 
tary of State, distinguished as he was and able as 
he was, under the terms of that treaty, either to for- 
ward the written argument of the party to the arbi- 
trator who was to decide on his rights, and on hia 
rights alone, or to instruct our Minister to attend 
to the matter, seems to me to be extraordinary. 
Recollect, this was a peculiar case; it was not the 
case of the Government referring a class of general 
claims to an arbitrator. They settled everything 
else, and referred the individual case of the brig 
General Armstrong io the then President, and sub- 
sequent Emperor of France. They referred this 
There was, then, peculiar propri- 
ety in asking that the party, who alone stood 
interested in the decision, should be heard. Under 
these circumstances, he applied to our Secretary 
of State, the proper person, and he submitted to 
him his written argument, and the Secretary of 
State declined to let that argument go before the 


| arbitrator, on the ground that the treaty prevented 


it. I can find no such provision in the treaty. 


| On the contrary, the treaty requires all the pre- 


yvondence between the two Govern- 


vious —or 
aid before the arbitrator. There is 


ments to be 


In doing so, it chose a Power which was |! no exclusion of the right of hearing; and I cannot 
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{ 
conceive it possible that the Senate of the United | 
States, in such a case, acting on behalf of a citi- 
zen, On a proposition relating to his single claim 
alone, would refer the decision of that claim to a 
foreign Power, and provide in the convention that 
he should not be heard in support of his rights. 

There is no such provision in the treaty; and, 
therefore, I think there was a plain mistake in law, 
a gross mistake in law, on the part of the Secre- 
tary of State of the United States when he refused 
either to inetructthe Minister of the United States 
to appear and urge the claim before the arbitrator, 
and vindicate the right of his own fellow-citizen, 
or, in lieu of that, to suffer the argument which that 
ciuzen had drawn up in support of his claim, to go 
before the arbitrator. Under these circumstances 
it does look to me like a case of gross negligence 
on the part of the Government of the United 
States, in prosecuting the right of a citizen after 
it had referred it to arbitration. For this reason, 
and as I have strong sympathies with the claim 
otherwise, and as there is a great deal more than 
this to commend it to allowance; and as I believe, 
beyond all question, that this is a case in which, 
owing to that neglect, the party has lost his claim, 
I believe I shal! vote for the bill. I entertain no 
shadow of doubt as to the liability of Portugal; 
and hence I say, that but for the negligence of 
this Government, the decision might have been 
different. 

It has been said here that Portugal was a weak 
nation, and that, therefore, she ought not to have 
been held responsible. 1 hold the doctrine that if 
a nation is strong enough to exist as a nation, 
and to claim the rights of a nation, she is bound 
by the obligations of a nation. She is bound to 
protect the neutrality of her own ports, and if she 
cannot protect them she is bound to pay the dam- 
ages which are incident to her own want of ability 
to do so. And there can be no other doctrine 
under the laws of nations. I hold, therefore, that 
Portugal was unquestionably liable. This has 
never been doubted in any of the correspondence 
on any pretext whatever, except on the ground 
alleged by Portugal, for the first time in 1843, that 
the American vessel had herself, by her own con- 
duct, been the cause of the attack of the British. 

This assumption is against the whole facts of 
the case. It is against the admission of Portugal 
and the conduct of Great Britain at the time when 
the transaction took place, and subsequently to 
thattime. The claim was then undoubtedly ad- 
mitted as a matter of ritht; and at the time of the 
transaction no pretense was set up by Portugal 
that the American vessel was the aggressor. On 
the contrary, a demand was made by Portugal 
on Great Britain, never on this country, on the 
ground that Great Britain had violated the neu- 
trality of Portugal, and, therefore, was responsible 
to her; and as far as Portuguese interests went, 
Great Britain admitted that it was so. The path 
for Portugal to pursue would have been plain if 
this assumption were correct. If the American 
vessel had been the aggressor, Portugal would 
have come here and said, ‘the Government of the 
United States caused this aggression; the Govern- 
ment of the United States by the act of one of 
their private armed vessels caused all the difficul- 
ties which arose here by making an attack on the 
boats of the British squadron, and, therefore, we 
look to you for reparation.’’ Instead of doing 
anything of this sort, Great Britain admitted her 
liability to Portugal, so far as regarded Portuguese 
interests; and I say the admission of that liability | 
is absolutely inconsistent with anything else than 
the fact that the British boats were the aggressors 
upon the American cruiser. 


I have a strong and absolute conviction that the 


decision of the President of France was wrong, 
and perhaps under all the circumstances, you could 
hardly have expected anything else from him; 
but I think there was also a neglect of duty on 
our part—not merely a slight neglect, but a gross 
neglect of duty. We violated the first principles 
of justice when we suffered the case to be decided | 
by a foreign Power without a hearing and without 
a representation on the part of the chisthat. who 
alone was interested in it, when he had preferred 
to us his argument in support of hisclaim. On 
that ground, and on that ground alone, (and still | 
not with positive certainty that it amounts to suffi- | 
cient negligence to make the Government liable,) | 


but with a strong inclination of opinion that way, | 


I shall be compelled to vote for this bill. 


Mr: CLAYTON. I rise now only for the pur- 
pose of bringing one fact connected with this mat- 
ter to the attention of the Senate. [t appears that 
there was a controversy between the friends of 
Admira) Lloyd and Admiral Cochrane in relation 
to this very transaction. A gross charge was 
made against Lloyd, who commanded the British 
squadron off Fayal, of malfeasance, improper 
conduct, and a gross violation of his duty in de- 
laying the advance of his squadron to the aid of 
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the Jamaica fleet, which was about to take New | 


Orleans. 

fact, which I will mention, appeared as a justifi- 
cation of Lloyd. It was said on one side that the 
game was not worth the candle; that he lost sev- 
eral hundred men, and crippled the expedition so 
that finally the attack on New Orleans failed. It 
was said that this was a thing for which Lloyd 
ought to be answerable. In his defense, it was 
stated that the object of attacking the privateer 
General Armstrong was, to capture her without 
destroying or crippling her, in order that she might 
be used, in consequence of her light draft of water, 
in the Mississippi, for purposes for which the 
other vessels they had would not answer. That 


In the progress of the controversy, a | 


was the reason why this vessel was attacked in | 


the way she was. An attempt was made to carry 


her by boarding. They knew she had ninety | 


men, or less than a hundred, and only seven guns, 


and they supposed they could capture her in a! 


few minutes. They failed; and there was nothing 
in the annals of naval warfare, ancient or modern, 
to exceed the glory of this transaction. Sir, I do 
hope that the Senate of the United States will re- 
flect upon the consequences which will flow from 
the payment of this small sum out of the Treas- 
ury, and its effect on the men who shall hereafter 
fight the battles of the country. 

Mr. CHASE. Mr. President, the argument 
submitted by the Senator from Delaware, [Mr. 
Bayarp,] if it were valid, would subject the Gov- 
ernment to responsibility in all cases in which the 
Secretary of State of the United States should 
form a wrong opinion upon a treaty stipulation 
between this and a foreign Government, and in 
consequence of it a loss should be sustained by 
a private citizen. ‘That is the principle of his 
argument. It seems to me that it would be going 
very much too far to sanction a principle which 
would be fruitful of such consequences. On a 
cursory examination of the report and the clause 
of the treaty, it would seem to me that the sub- 
mission of this claim to the arbitrator, was in the 
nature of a submission, or an appeal toa superior 
court, that the whole case might be reéxamined, 
but not on new arguments or new testimony; so 
that, in my judgment, the late Secretary of State, 
Mr. Webster, to whose opinions upon the con- 
struction of treaties,and upon all legal questions, 
every member of the Senate will be disposed to bow 
with very great deference, was not erroneous in 
the opinion which he gave. 

Upon the other points in this case, the argu- 
ment of the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Pratt] 
seems to me to be entirely unanswerable. There 
are three modes in which satisfaction for private 
claims can be obtained from a foreign Govern- 
ment. One of those modes is by negotiation and 
treaty, resulting in satisfaction or a compromise; 
another of those modes isalso by arbitration; and 
the third isby war. Now, sir, if we cannot arbi- 
trate without the consent of the claimant, we can- 
not compromise; we can make no adjustment that 
does not secure to the claimant everything that he 
claims, and the whole extent of the indemnity 
which he requires. If we cannot compromise, 
and cannot arbitrate without the consent of the 
claimant, then it irresistibly follows, as was 
shown by the Senator from Maryland, that the 
private claimant has in his hands, in every such 
case, the question of peace and war between this 
and foreign nations, or an abandonment of his 
claim. We are driven to that necessarily. In 
every case we must either abandon the claim, or 
else we must resort to war in its enforcement, at 
the will of the claimant himself. 

Sir, itis by no means clear that these doctrines 
would not involve a still further consequence. If 
we cannot resort to arbitration without the con- 
sent of the claimant—if we cannot resort to the 
mode of compromise without the consent of the 
claimant—how can we resort to the great last 
remedy without his consent? and if wecannot do 
that, the result will be that, in the event of our 
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actually going to war in defense of his e| 
concluding a treaty without reference 
Government would still be responsible. 

sufficient to state these propositions to see 


sequences to which they lead, and to secure, | 
P ’ 


aim, and 
» It, thig 
It is only 
the con- 


trust, the judgment of the Senate against them 
The Senator from New York [Mr. Sewarp) 
seemed to feel the weakness of all arguments 
drawn from law and usage, in “defense of this 
claim, and he placed it upon the simple ground of 
some general equity—that this vessel was a pri- 
vateer, a part of the naval force of the country. 
that she had sustained injuries as part of the naval 
service, and that we were therefore bound to jn. 


| demnify her owners. That may be an appeal to 


patriotic feeling; but if we acknowledge such ap- 
peals, there is no limit to the demands which they 
would create on the Treasury. I do not feel dis. 
posed to detain the Senate on this question; but as 
it is one of very considerable importance, | ask 
for the yeas and nays upon the question of or. 
dering the bill to be engrossed for a third readin 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, the honorable 
Senator from Ohio and myself agree as to the 
points in this case, except in one respect. We 
differ in opinion as to the plain intent of the third 
article of the convention between Portugal and 
the United States, by which this claim was sub. 
mitted to the arbitration of the late President, 
now Emperor of France. I admit he has the 
authority—and very high authority it is—of Mr. 
Webster in support of his construction. I can 


i 
5° 


| only account for what I consider the palpable 


mistake in the construction of that article, made 
by the Secretary of State, because of the multipli- 
city of the transactions to which his mind was 
drawn, and the probable fact that this being a case 
relating simply to the affairs of a private individ. 
ual, did not receive from him that consideration 
which he would otherwise have given it. | will 
read the language of the article: 

“So soon as the consent of the sovereign potentate, or 
chief of some friendly nation, who shall be chosen by the 
two high contracting parties, shall be obtaine: to act as 
arbiter in the aforesaid case of the privateer brig General 
Armstrong, copies of all correspondence which has passed, 
in reference to the said claim, between the two Govern 
ments and their respective representatives, shall be laid be 
fore the arbiter, to whose decision the two high contracting 
parties hereby bind themselves to submit.’’ 

I cannot understand that this is more than a 
stipulation that the correspondence between the 
two Governments shall be produced. I cannot 
sanction the idea that, in defiance of what is the 
only principle of justice for all purposes, whether 
between nations or individuals, that the party has 
a right to be heard before a decision is made 
against him, this article excludes his right to be 
heard, or even the right to adduce testimony 
beyond this correspondence. When an argument 
in support of the claim was presented by the sole 
party in interest to the agent of his own Govern- 
ment, a refusal to present it to the arbiter was 

iven, on the ground of the treaty not allowing it. 
Tn this case, if we examine the facts, we find that 
the decision is manifestly—I had almost said atro- 
ciously—wrong on the part of the arbitrating 
In view of all the circumstances, | must 
impute that erroneous decision to the neglect on 
the part of the Government in letting the case be 
properly presented before the arbitrator. 

I hold to the responsibility of the Government, 
therefore, but noton the ground imputed to me by 
the honorable Senator from Ohio, that in every 
case of slight mistake, of difference of opinion as 
to whether one course or another, or one argu- 
ment or another would have been more advisable 
in sustaining the claim of an American citizen on 
a foreign Government: not on “ ground like 
that do I place the liability of our Government in 
this case; but on the ground that there was here— 
and every lawyer understands the term—a plain 
mistake in law, a gross mistakeinlaw. In conse- 

uence of this mistake, the great principle of justice, 
that every party shall be heard, was refused in this 
case, when the claimant’s rights alone were under 
arbitrament. It is on that ground of gross mis- 
take in law, which deprived him of the highest 
right of man, to which he should be always en- 
titled in transactions of this kind, that my opinion 
in favor of this claim is founded. ; 

Mr. BELL. Mr. President, I am strongly 1n- 
clined to vote for this bill; and I rise for the pur- 


pose of throwing out a few suggestions in support 
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¢my views. I believe the argument in opposition 
., the bill, on the ground of obligation, is sound; 
except, perhaps, the exception taken by the hon- 
orable Senator from Delaware, who spoke last, 
‘Mr. BayarD,] in regard to the omission or neglect 
-f the Government in not permitting the parties 
1 be heard, or in not providing that they should 
be heard before thearbitrator. [f am not sure that 
eome neglect may not be fairly attributed to the 
Government on that ground; but that is not the 
principle on which | base my support of this 
slaim. 

{ think the argument against the obligation of 
the Government to pay the claim is complete and 
sound; but this case is one of peculiar features, and 
t seems to me, in some other respects, it has pecu- 
iar grounds for allowance on the part of the Gov- 
ernment. I do not mean to go into any argument 
as to the system of privateering; but I will merely 
suggest, that in the case of any contingency likely 
to arise early in this Government with powerful 
maritime nations, such as France or England, or 
both united, | am notcertain that it would be good 
nolicy in us to abandon this right arm of our de- 
fense; atleast for many years after we shall engage 
in a war, if such an event shall unfortunately 
happen. 

Well, sir, there is not a pretense that the resist- 
ance offered by the brave commander of this pri- 
vateer and his gallant seamen at the port of Fayal, 
was made upon any mercenary motive whatever. 
They could scarcely have any hope of ultimate 
What could have animated them, under 
the circumstances, but the sense of pride, and 
chivalry, and bravery, which should always actu- 
atethe commander and seamen of an American 
private or public armed ship? According to the 
law of nations, they had a right to carry on pri- 
vate war, but they were also placed in such cir- 
cumstances as required of them to exhibit that 
degree of gallantry and chivalry which would 
show that the United States of America could con- 
tend successfully against the extraordinary supe- 
riority of the British power, especially on the 
ocean. 

The Senator from Delaware (Mr. Crayton] 
has thrown out some suggestions in regard to the 
possible accretion of force which was intended to 
be acquired for the attack in New Orleans, by the 
violation of neutral rights in this transaction. I 
leave that entirely out of view, and I look to the 
extraordinary gallantry and daring that these men 
displayed, without hope on their part of making 
any prize, and in a contest the inevitable result of 
which they must have known, particularly when 
they found they would not be protected by the 
guns of the neutral Power in whose port they 
were anchored. 
gard as extraordinary, if the facts stated in the 
report be true, and I believe they have not been 
denied. 

Mr. CLAYTON. No one ever doubted them. 

Mr. BELL. Sir, it cannot often happen that 
neutral rights will be invaded in the daring man- 
ner in which they were invaded on this occasion; 


success 


but they are liable, it is true, to be so invaded | 
whenever an inferior maritime Power is engaged | 


in war with a domineering, arbitrary Power, such 
as Great Britain, who feels the consciousness of 
her superiority on the sea. Sir, 1 look at the 
spirit, the noble gallantry and daring displayed on 
this occasion, to the total exclusion of any idea 
of mercenary results; for there could have been 
no expectation of making a prize of an enemy’s 
ship, either a war vessel or a merchantman. 
Our men stood upon their own defense, and ex- 
hibited a daring and bravery seldom equaled in 
the course of that, or any war, which ever took 
place. Then I say this is not likely to be a pre- 
cedent. [am not disposed to put the case on the 
ground of obligation; but as this is not likely to 
be drawn into a precedent, and as it is not likely 
that it will lead to any drafts on the Treasury of 
es United States, | am inclined to vote for the 

lil, 

Then, Mr. President, I want to know—although 
there is no strict obligation on the part of this 
Government to vote this appropriation under the 
circumstances—may we not consistently and prop- 
erly do it? Why, sir, on what principle do we 
grant numerous pensions and bounties? 
dreds of thousands of acres of the public lands 
have been granted in bounties to men who never 
heard an enemy’s gun. Take the late war with 


It is an exhibition which I re- || 


Hun- | 


Mexico. ‘To troops who were merely mustered 
into the service, or accepted—volunteers, and 
others—we have granted bounties. They per- 
formed no service; but, merely because they were 
accepted into the service of the United States, we 
made the grant. On what principle have you 
granted bounty lands or pay tothem? There was 
no obligation, for they did not serve; they were 
only prepared to serve. What is the difference 
in principle between that case and this? Here is 
the same principle; and here is an extraordinary 
and noble example and exhibition of gallantry 
under peculiar circumstances; and when you 
know you have voted to volunteers hundreds of 
thousands of dollars, or, what is equivalent to 
them, bounties in land, and that for a war in 
which a large portion of those volunteers did no 
service—on that principle, as the Senator from 
Delaware has said, ona principle of State policy, 
as an encouragement to gallant conduct, as a gra- 
tuity, as a bounty to stand upon the records of 
the Government of the United States, given under 
such circumstances, how can you refuse this? 
That is the query I make. 

[ concede the correctness of the argument of 
gentlemen against the bill on the ground of obli- 
gation; but I consider that we are under just as 
much obligation to pass it as we were to grant 
gratuities of hundreds of thousands of dollars’ 
worth of property, as has recently been done with- 
out any opposition being made to it. It cannot 
be drawn into aprecedent. It can form no great 


draft on the Treasury; and I think, under the cir- | 
cumstances, it will be an acknowledgment of the | 


estimation in which the Government and the coun- 
try hold meritorious and gallant services. [tis in 
the exercise of the war power to encourage the 
spirit of gallantry, chivalry, and devotion to the 
honor, and character, and interests of the country, 
in our troops and soldiers, and in our seamen and 
marines, intime of war. I know honorable gen- 
tlemen cannot justify the extraordinary pension 
system which we have reared up in this country 
without any previous obligation, except on that 
| principle for which [ contend. Onan occasion of 
this kind, when it is not likely to be drawn into a 
| precedent, or form any great draft on the Treasury 
at any time, why may you not, in the same spirit, 
in the exercise of the same privilege, under the 
grant of the war power in the Constitution, vote 
in favor of this claim? That is my inclination, 
feeling, and sympathy, without disputing at all 
the correctness of the argument of the Senators 
| who have said that we are under no strict obliga- 
tion to 


ay it. 
Mr. Mt LLORY. Thehonorable Senator from | 


Tennessee has ailuded to the encouragement which 
the payment of this claim will give to the gallantry 
| and bravery of the seamen. lask him, for inform- 
ation simply, whether the seamen who fought 
the battle on board the General Armstrong will 


| receive any money under this bill ? 


Mr. CLAYTON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. BELL. I do not know anything about it. 
I have read the report of the state of the case 
merely. 
Mr. SLIDELL. Itis forthe officers and crew. 
| Mr. MALLORY. Are they mentioned ? 
Mr. SLIDELL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. CLAY. 1 understand there is a letter of 


'| the Secretary of State, Mr. Marcy, on file, on this 


/ subject. I should like to hear it read, and I should 
| like to ask a question for information; for I do not 
| rise to make a speech. I want information to di- 
rect my vote. According to the remarks of the 
honorableSenator from New York, [Mr.Sewarp] 
all the advocates of the bill, if he presented cor- 
| rectly the positions assumed by them, concede 
that there is no obligation on the part of the Gov- 
ernment to pay the claim. He said that it was 
admitted, as I understood him, that the Govern- 
| ment was not bound to pay it, but that it was 
right to do so? I should like him to explain to 
me what that means; for | confess I do not com- 
prehend its force. 1 have always supposed that 
right and obligation were reciprocal; and if the 
party had a right to make this claim, the Govern- 
ment was bound to pay it. But the Senator has 
refined in ethics or law beyond my comprehension, 
by saying that we were not bound to pay it, but 
it was right to do so. 
Mr. SEWARD. I think I can satisfy my 
|| honorable friend. There was once a trial before 
|} a court in Ohio, when it was a new State. The 
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| plaintiff made out his case, which was a claim for 


a considerableamountof money. After the plain- 
tiff’s proof had been given in, the judge said to 
the defendant’s counsel: ‘‘ This seems to be all 
right; shall we order a verdict?’’ ‘* No, if your 
honor pleases; I have a defense to make.’’ ‘* Oh! 
you have a defense; what is it? Let us hesr it.”’ 


| ** Well,” said the counsel, ‘‘ if your honor pleases, 


| right for me to do it. 
| to this. 


| of all former wars. 


our defense is, that the defendant was a minor 
when this account was rendered.”? ‘ That is 
your defense, is it?’’ said the judge, “that the 
defendant was a minor—an infant?’’ ‘* Yes, and 
I believe,’’ said the counsel, * that that is a good 
defense in this court, is it not?”’ Oh, yes,” 
said the judge; ‘* | think it isa good defense; but 
I must say, at the same time, that it is a very 
mean one.’’ [{Laughter.] So, if the honorable 
Senator had my note, which was given six years 
ago, | might plead the statute of limitations. 
Then I would not be bound to pay it; but still | 
should have a right to do so, and it would be 
And so | think with regard 
Whatever it is right for a man to do, he 
should do, whether he is legally bound to do the 
right or not. 

There is a moral right and a moral obligation 
resting on the Government to pay, at least to the 
amount of indemnification, for extraordinary ser- 
vices performed, and extraordinary losses incurred, 
in the defense of the country, at extraordinary 
risks, and with extraordinary sacrifices. | know 
no other reason upon which I could ever have 
voted for the bounty land bills, for which I have 
voted, to give extra compensation to all the sol- 
diers of the last war with Great Britain, to all the 
soldiers of the Mexican war, and to all the soldiers 
I was under no legal obliga- 
tion, Congress was under no obligation to do it; 
but I had a right to do that which was equitably 
and morally just. Now, Ido not know any rea- 
son why we should pension officers and soldiers of 
the Army over and above paying them in full of 


| their compensation, and give them bounty lands 


besides; and when a privateer, consisting of officers 
and crew, as brave and true, and patriotic as any 


| others, come here and represent to us that they 


were ruined in the most gallant naval exploit of 


| the whole war, say that we are under no obliga- 


tion to pay them for the losses they sustained. 
Mr. CLAY. I now understand what the hon- 
orable Senator meant; and I discover, as I sup- 
posed from the beginning, that my embarrassment 
resulted from a misapplication of words. He 


|} meant to say, as I suppose, that the party had 


not a legal right—that is, a right existing by virtue 
of public law, or by treaty, or by constitutional 


| law—but a moral right; and that there was a 


| cates of this bill? 


moral obligation on the part of the Government 
to pay, but no legal obligation, in the common 
acceptation of the word *‘ legal.”’ I wish to know 
if that is the position assumed by the other advo- 


Mr. SLIDELL. Most assuredly not. If my 
friend from Alabama had read the report of the 


| Committee on Foreign Relations, (which, | now 


repeat, was a unanimous report, made after very 


| full investigation of the subject, and very mature 


reflection upon it, and after various consultations, ) 


| he would have seen that they considered that on 
| grounds of right—I am not speaking of any 


appeal to the generosity of Congress—there was a 
legal obligation existing on the part of the United 
States to compensate these men for the losses they 
sustained by the destruction of the privateer Gen- 
eral Armstrong. In addition to that, the Senator 
from New York, with great force, and with great 
truth, has urged grounds appealing to our equita- 
ble considerations. 

Gentlemen may very well vote for the bill on 
either principle. I can vote for it on both. I 
think it is one of the most meritorious claims that 
ever has presented itself to Congress. I think it 
appeals more strongly to the chivalry of the na- 
tion, to the generosity of Congress, than almost 
any other I have ever heard made. But putting 
that aside entirely, I can vote for it on purely legal 
grounds. I think the course of conduct of the 
Government of the United States has been such as 
asto substitute itself for the Government of Por- 
tugal, to place it in exactly the same position 
towards the claimants of the brig General Arm- 
strong which the Government of Portugal was 
in before the rendition of the arbitral decision by 
the Emperor of France; and it is fully bound to 
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pay the whole amount of the loss sustained by the 
claimants. 

Ilaving lost their recourse to the Government 
of Portugal by what I conceive to be, if not the 
illegal, at least the very injudicious act of the 
Government of the United States, | think they 
appeal now to Congress on legal grounds which, 
to my mind, are impregnable. I regret that I can- 
not convey the same conviction to the minds of 
honorable Senators. I can vote for the bill on 
both grounds mentioned. Stripped of all legal 
grounds, | could vote for it on the ground of a 
compensation for the gallant men who served 


their country. 

Mr. SEWARD. I ought, perhaps, to explain 
to the honorable Senator that I forbore entering 
into the other views of the case because they were 
entered into fully by other honorable gentlemen. 
Il stated that there were other views which pre- 
sented themselves to my consideration; but I 
agreed with those gentlemen in the grounds they 
took, 


Mr. CLAY. Now, I should like to have the 
letter of Mr. Marcy on this subject read. I un- 
derstand itis here. 


The Secretary read it, as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF Stave, ? 
W ASHINGTON, February 11, 1854. 5 

Sin: Your letter of the 7th instant, requesting that the 
Committee on Foreign Relations may be furnished with 
any evidence on file in this Department going to show that 
the ease of the General Armstrong was referred to the arbi 
trament of the President of the French Republic, either 
against or without the consent of the claimants, together 
with any suggestion which IT may think proper to make in 
relation to the justice of the claim, or the propriety of its 
being allowed, has been received 

From an examination of the files of the Department, it 
appears that, pending the negotiations which terminated in 
the convention with Portugal of 1851, two letters were ad- 
dressed to the Secretary of State on the subject of the ref- 
erence of the Arnmnestrong claim to the arbitration of a third 
Power, one dated August 26, 1850, by 8. C. Reid, * late 
commander of the privateer General Arinstrong,’’ and the 
other dated September 5, 1850, by S. C. Reid, jr., “sole 
and only authorized agent of the claimants” in the case. 
Copies of these letters, aud of the replies thereto, are here- 
with inclosed. 

There are several other letters from the last-named gen 
tieman, o the same subject, and of subsequent dates, 
among the files of the Department, from which it would 
appear that the claimants in the case had acquiesced in the 
decision of their Government to agree to refer their claim 
toarbitrament. If a different opinion was entertained by 
them, itis, at least, certain that their authorized agent did 
not, inany letters to this Department, protest against that 
decision, Or intimate doubts as to its propriety or expe 
dieney 

Regarding the claim above alluded to as definitely settled, 
so far as this Department is concerned, by the decision of 
the artiter to whom, by mutual agreement of the contract 
ing parties to the convention of 1851, it was referred, I 
conceive that | cannot, without neglecting very important 
and pressing business, devote sufficient time to the case to 
enable me to understand all the facts in regard to it. 

{ cannot countenance the principle, that where this Gov 
ernmentis called on by a citizen of the United States to 
interpose for the purpose of recovering claims against any 
other Government, proceeds in good faith for that purpose, 
and fails in its object, or obtains what may be regarded as 
an inadequate indemnity, it places itself in a situation to be 
called onto pay the claims, or to satisfy the expectations of 
claimants. OurGovernment is but an agent in such cases; 
and unless it acts against the expressed or known wishes 
of those who have invoked its interposition, it does not, as 
1 conceive, incur any liability whatever to the claimants. 

| have the honor to be, sir, very respectfully, your obe 
dient servant, W.L. MARCY. 

llon. J. M. Mason, Chairman of the Committee on For- 
eign Relations, United States Senate. 


Mr. CLAYTON. lwish merely to make one 
remark in regard to that. This acquiescence, as 
it is termed—that is to say, the not remonstrat- 
ing—ocecurred after the treaty was made. After 
the reference, the matter had been settled and de- 
cided by the Government, and it was not within 
the power of the claimants to resist any longer. 
‘The arbitration was made without their consent. 
After the Senate of the United States had ratified 
the treaty, and the arbitrator had been appointed, 
they addressed the Department; and what they 
said in the address then I suppose must consti- 
tute the ‘acquiescence’? from which the infer- 
ence is drawn that they accepted it. No such 
conclusion, | think, can be drawn. 

The question being taken by yeas and nays on 
ordering the bill to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, resulted—yeas 12, nays 21; as follows: 

VEAS—Meessrs. Atchison, Bayard, Bell, Brown, Clay- 


ton, Dodge of lowa, Foot, Gwin, James, Pettit, Seward, 
and Shidell—-12. 


NAYS— Messrs. Allen, Chase, Dawson, Dixon, Dodge of | 


Wisconsin, Evans, Fessenden, Fitzpatrick, Gever, Gillette, 
Hamiin, Pratt, Rockwell, Stuart, Sumner, Thompson of 


_THE CONGRESSIONAL GLOBE. 


Kentucky, Toombs, Toucey, Wade, Walker, and Williams 


—21. ; 


So the bill was rejected. 


ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY. 


On motion by Mr. JONES, of Tennessee, it was | 


Ordered, That when the Senate adjourns to-day, it ad- 
journ to meet on Monday next. 


ENROLLED BILLS. 

A message having been heretofore received 
from the House of Representatives, announcing 
that the Speaker had signed a joint resolution 
giving the consent of Congress to the acceptance, 


by Lieutenant M. F. Maury, of the Navy, of a | 


gold medal from his Majesty the King of Sweden; | 
also, a bill to authorize the issue of registers to | 


vessels owned by the Accessory Transit Com- 
pany, they were signed by the President pro 
tempore. 


DAVID MYERLE,. 


Mr. GWIN. A bill passed the Senate some 
weeks ago for the relief of David Myerle, and 


was sent to the House, but on the motion of the | 
‘ c . | 
Senator from Indiana, [Mr. Bricur,] we requested 


its return to us, and a motion is now pending to 


reconsider the vote by which it was pore Lhope | 


that motion will be considered, and the bill finally 
acted upon now. This is probablyfthe last day 
this session on which we shall act on private bills, 
I therefore hope it will be taken up and voted on. 

Mr. STUART. The Senator from California 


will see that the Senator from Indiana, who made | 


the motion to reconsider, is not present. 

Mr.GWIN. He made it at the request of 
another Senator. He does not wish to participate 
in the discussion. 

Mr. STUART. That is a very different state- 
ment from what the Senator gave me. Hestated 
to me that he moved the reconsideration with a 
view to oppose the bill. 

Mr. GWIN. He voted for the bill, and moved 
the reconsideration. 

Mr.STUART. I know he did. 

Mr. GWIN. Some years ago, he made one 
of the best speeches in favor of the claim that I 
ever heard; and I do not think he is a gentleman 
who generally speaks on both sides. I wish to 
have the question decided. 
bill sent to the House at this session. 


My col- 


I wish to have the | 


league upon the Committee on Naval Affairs, who | 


reported the bill, [Mr. Tuomson, of New Jersey,] 
who is now absent, requested meto call it up, and 
have it acted upon. I have not a word to say 
upon it. Itis well known to the Senate. 

Mr. STUART. [really hope the Senator from 
California will not press his motion in the absence 
of the Senator from Indiana. I am certain, from 


a conversation I had with him, that he desires to | 


say something concerning the bill. 

Mr. GWIN. The Senator from Indianais not 
absent from the building. 
mittee room for him. 
reconsider be taken up. 

Mr. STUART. Then I shall have to move 
that the Senate adjourn. 

Mr. GWIN. 
that motion. 
discussed time and again in the Senate. : 
the bill or pass it; itis not material with me which. 


I hope the yeas and nays will be given on the | 


adjournment. 
The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
Mr. GWIN. [call for a division then. 


The question being taken, it was decided in the 


affirmative by avote,on a division, of ayes 23, | 


noes ]1; 
And the Senate adjourned to Monday. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Fripay, June 23, 1854. 


The House met at twelve o’clock, m. Prayer 
by Rev. Henry Sticer. 


TheJournal of yesterday wasread and approved. | 
Mr. HENDRICKS. After the consideration of | 


the private bills upon the Speaker’s table, I intend 
to move to go. into a Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar. This is objec- 
tion day, and the only private bill day upon which 
we can do anything to advantage. 

Mr, HOUSTON. | wish to inquire of the 
Chair if to-morrow is not objection day, and if we 


lask for the yeasand nays upon | 
Here is a question that has been || 
Reject | 


I will send to his com- | 
I move that the motion to || 





cannot postpone the consideration of private bills 
till then ? . 
The SPEAKER. The rules recognize Frid 
only as objection days. ' 
Mr. HOUSTON, I am exceedingly anxious 
to get through with the civil and diplomatic bill 
this week. It being objection day, | shall not 


ays 


| object to the consideration of private bills, but 


shall try and get a meeting of the House to-mor- 
ti so that we may finish the civil and diplomatic 
vill : 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I ask the unanimous con- 
sent of the House that gentlemen having private 
bills may report them for the purpose of refer. 
ence, and if reached to-day, considered in the 
Committee of the Whole. 

TheSPEAKER. Thegentleman from Indiana 
{[Mr. Henpricks] proposes that reports of private 
bills, such as will give rise to no debate, be re- 
ceived now. 

Mr. LETCHER. Is it intended to put the 
bills so reported upon their passage to-day ? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair remarked that 
such bills only as gave rise to no debate would 
be received. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I would say to the gen. 
tleman from Virginia that this is objection day, 
and we cannot consider bills to which objection is 
made. 


BILLS REFERRED. 

The following bills were then taken from the 
Speaker’s table, read a first and second times by 
their title, and referred as indicated below: 

An act for the relief of the heirs of Captain 
Joshua Chamberlain, deceased. Referred to the 
Committee on Revolutionary Claims. 

An act to authorize the issue of a register to the 
bark Amelia, by the name of Abby Frances. Re- 

ferred to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act for the relief of Urban Stoll. Referred 
to the Committee on Revolutionary Pensions. 

An act for the relief of James Dixon. Referred 
to the Committee of Claims. 

Mr. HENN. [ask the unanimous consent of 
the House to introduce the following resolution 
in reference to the establishment of some post 
routes in the State of Iowa. 


Resolved, That the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads be requested to inquire into the expediency of 
establishing the following post roads in the State of Iowa: 

From Dubuque, via Fort Dodge, to Sargent’s Bluffs ; 

From Adell, via Fanora and the county seats of Audu- 
bon and Shelby counties, to Magnolia; 
|} From Quincy to Clarinda ; 

From Lewis to Clarinda; 
| From Boonsboro’, via Homer, to Fort Dodge ; 


From Boonsboro’ to Adell; 
From Fort Des Moines to Marietta ; 
From Quincy to Adair. 


Mr. HENDRICKS. I object. 
On motion by Mr. PHELPS, it was 


Ordered, That the pension certificate in the case of 
Thomas Bronaugh, on application for increase of pension, 
be withdrawn from the files of the House, for the purpose 
| of being returned to the petitioner. 

REPORTS FROM COMMITTEES. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I would inquire if all the 
bills on the Speaker’s table have been disposed of? 

TheSPEAKER. Yes; and now, by the unani- 
mous order of the House, reports of a private 
character, not giving rise to debate, will be received. 

The Speaker then proceeded to call committees 
for reports of private bills, beginning with the 
Committee of Ways and Means. 

Mr. FENTON, from the Committee on Com- 
merce, reported the following bill; which was read 
a first and second time by its title, referred toa 
Committee of the Whole House, and ordered to 

be printed: 

K bill to remit the duties upon certain goods 
destroyed by fire in the cities of New York and 
San Francisco. 

Mr. DICK.. I am instructed by the Committee 

| for the District of Columbia to report a bill for 
the incorporation of an insurance company in the 
city of Washington. 

Mr. LETCHER. Is that a private bill? I 
think it is not. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I object to the report. 

Mr. HAMILTON. This is a local bill, and 
in order. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not know 
what is in the body of the bill. If it is for the 
benefit of a company, it is in order. 

| Mr. HAMILTON. It is for the benefit of 4 

| company. 
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The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks it can 
be regarded as a private bill, in the sense 
h the rule is understood; but if there is 
‘ection, it will be received. 


hardly 
in W 
Mr. LETCHER. I object. 

rhe SPEAKER. Then it cannot be received. 

On motion by Mr. STANTON, of Tennessee, 
» wat 
Ordered, That the Committee on the Judiciary be dis- 
ized from the further consideration of the memorial of 
» state of Wisconsin, asking for the payment of a certain 

for arresting and Keeping a United States prisoner, 
r with the accompanying papers, containing an ex 
rom the records of the United States court in the case ; 

that the same do lie upon the table. 

Mr. CORWIN, from the Committee on Rev- 
olutionary Claims, reported the following bill; 
which was read a first and second time by its title, 
referred to a Committee of the Whole House, 
and ordered to be printed: 

A bill for the relief of Thomas Underhill, exec- 
ry of Thomas Underhill, deceased. 

Mr. STANTON, of Tennessee, from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, reported a bill for the 
relief of Stephen Lutz; which was read a first and 
second time by its title, referred to a Committee 
of the Whole House, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. STANTON. The Committee on the Ju- 
diciary have instructed me to report back Senate 

| No. 153, ‘* to relinquish the reversionary in- 
terests of the United States to a certain reservation 
therein mentioned, and to confirm the title of 
Charles G. Gunter.”’ 

This bill, | suppose, was referred to our com- 
mittee upon the idea that it involved a question of 
The committee are of the opinion that the 
It may be 
consistent, however, with the policy of the Gov- 
ernment, in disposing of the public lands, to per- 
mit him to enterthe lands. ‘This question, how- 
ever, does not come within the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, and we ask therefore 
to be discharged from its further consideration, 
and that it may be referred to the Committee on 
Private Land Claims. I make that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. SHOWER, from the Committee on Revo- 
lutionary Claims, reported the following bills; 
which were severally read a first and second time 
by their respective titles, referred to a Committee 
ot the Whole House, and ordered to be printed: 

A bill for the relief of the legal representatives 
of Everard Meade; 

A bill for the relief of the heirs of Larkin 
Smith; and 

A bill for the relief of the legal representatives 
of Lieutenant Willes Willison. 

Mr. S. also, from the same committee, made 
adverse reports on sundry petitions, and moved 
that said petitions be laid upon the table and 
printed. 


the 


ut 


law. 


[A message was here received from the Senate, 
by Aspury Dickins, Esq., their Secretary, noti- 
fying the House that the Senate had passed, with 
an amendment, the bill of the House (No. 316) 
**to amend an act approved September 27, 1850, 
to create the office of surveyor general of the pub- 
lic lands in Oregon,’’ &c.; and also the act amend- 
atory thereof, approved February 19, 1853. 

Also, that the Senate had passed a bill and reso- 
lution of the following titles: 


A bill (No. 413) constituting Madison, in the | 


~ 


State of Indiana, a port of delivery; and 
A resolution (No. 21) in relation to surgeons’ 
mates of the Army of the Revolution.] 


Mr. LETCHER. Thecaseson which adverse 
reports are made without written reports, | hope 
may be sent back to the committee, so that we 
may have written reports. We ought to havethe 


reasons for the adverse reports, so that other com- | 


mittees may not be worried at the next session. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman submit 
& motion to recommit? 

Mr. LETCHER. I do submit that motion 
with regard to adverse reports unaccompanied by 
written reasons. I hope they will be sent back. I 
think that it is due to the House the committee 
should accompany their reports with their written 
reasons. 

The SPEAKER. The motion tolay uponthe 
table takes precedence of the motion to recommit. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I rise to a question of 
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of the House was, that reports of bills should be 
received. I did not understand that adverse re- 
ports were to be received to-day. I thought it 
was the purpose to get bills on the Calendar. 

TheSPEAKER. The understanding was, that 
committees were to report only such matters of 
a private character as would not give rise to de- 
bate. There can be no debate on this proposi- 
tion; for a motion is made to lay upon the table. 
If the House refuses to lay upon the table, and 
debate arises, the Chair will order the memorials 
back to the committee. In every case where there 
is a written report the Chair will order it to be 
printed. 

Mr. SHOWER. Is there any rule of the 
House requiring written reasons for adverse re- 
orts +s 

The SPEAKER. There is no such rule. Still, 


if the House refuse to lay upon the table, it will 


| be competent for it to recommit. 


Mr. COBB. I demand tellers on the motion of 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

Tellers were ordered; and Messrs. Fenton and 
Cox were appointed. 

The question was taken; and the motion to lay 
upon the table was agreed to, the tellers having 
reported—ayes 68, noes not counted. 


Mr. MAY, from the Committee on the Judici- 
ary, made adverse reports in the cases of Pierre 
Merod and Joseph Bogy, heirs-at-law of Joseph 
Placy; which were laid on the table, and ordered 
to be printed. 

Mr. MAY also, from the same committee, re- 
ported bills for the relief of Henry Gardner and 
George Mattingly; which were read a first and 
second time by their titles, referred toa Committee 
of the Whole House, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. SHOWER, from the Committee on Rev- 
olutionary Claims, reported a bill for the relief of 
Nathaniel Reddick, administrator of Richard Tay- 
lor, deceased; which was read a first and second 
time by its title, referred to a Committee of the 
W hole House, and ordered to be printed. 


On motion by Mr. HUGHES, it was 


Ordered, That the Committee on Private Land Claims 
be discharged from the further consideration of the petition 
of John Bilding, and that the same be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 


PRIVATE BILLS. 


Mr. HUGHES, from the Committee on Pri- 
vate Land Claims, reported bills for the relief of 
John MeVeigh and John F. McNeeley, and for 
the relief of William Curran; which were read a 
first and second time by their titles, referred to a 
Committee of the Whole House, and ordered to 


| be printed. 


Mr. HILLYER, from the same committee, re- 


| ported back the following bills; which were read 


a first and second time by their titles, referred to 
a Committee of the Whole House, and ordered to 
be printed: 

A bill for the relief of Enoch S. More; 

A bill for the relief of Patrick Gass; 

A bill for the relief of Rosale Caxillo; 

A bill for the relief of A. S. Laughery; 

A bill for the relief of Conrad Wheat and his 
legal representatives; and 

A bill for the relief of Sylvester J. Jerould, 
assignee of the interest of Henry Richards. 

Mr. HILLYER, from the same committee, to 
whom were referred the following bills of the 
Senate, reported them back with a recommenda- 
tion that they do pass; and they were referred to 
a Committee of the Whole House, and ordered 
to be printed: 

sill \ No. 23) to confirm the claim of William 


| H. Henderson and the heirs of Robert Hender- 
| son to five hundred acres of land in the Bastrop 


| 


grant; 
~ Bill (No. 373)to ascertain and adjust titles to 
certain lands in the State of Indiana; and 

Bill (No. 26) for the relief of Ira Baldwin. 

Mr. H. also, from the same committee, made an 
unfavorable report in the case of the petition of 
Benjamin C. Cook. 

Ordered to lie on the table, and be printed. 

Mr. H.also, from the same committee, reported 
back Senate bill (No. 297) for the relief of Syl- 
vanus Culver, with a recommendation that it do 
not pass. 

Laid upon the table, and, together with the re- 


order, and it is this: | understand that the order |) port, ordered to be printed. 


1495 


Mr. H. also, from the same committee, reported 
back the following Senate bills, with a reconj- 
mendation that they do pass; which were referred 
to a Committee of the Whole House, and ordered 
to be printed: 

S. No. 329. An act for the relief of Thomas 
D. Jennings; and 

S. No. 330. An act for the relief of Juan M. 
Luco and José L. Luco. 

Mr. H. also, from the same committee, to which 
was referred the petition of William J. McElhen- 
ny, E. P. Mathews, and Laurence Kribben, re- 
ported a bill for their relief; which was read a first 
and second time by title, referred to a Committee 
of the W hole House, and ordered to be printed. 


Mr. SMITH, of Tennessee, from the Commit- 
tee on Private Land Claims, reported back the 
following Senate bill, (No. 23,) with a 
mendation that it do pass: 

An act confirming certain land claims in Louis- 
lana in the Bastrop grant. 


Mr. JONES, of Louisiana. I ask the indul- 
gence of the House to make a statement of this 
claim, which statement will not occupy more than 
five minutes. The Committee on Private Land 
Claims have recommended to the House that this 
bill be now put upon its passage. I wish to make 
a statement to the House to show the importance 
of immediate action in regard to it. 

The Bastrop claim, in the State of Louisiana, 
was a grant made by the Spanish Government, 
when it owned that territory, to Baron De Bastrop, 
upon certain conditions; and among them was one 
requiring him to people that territory with a cer- 
tain number of citizens. He went upon the grant, 
and fulfilled the condition. Those persons who 
are now asking for relief are the persons who 
hold under the people whom the Baron De Bastrop 
earried there under this agreement with the Span- 
ish Government. 

It will be recollected that the Government of 
the United States authorized a suit to be brought 
by the claimants of the British grant against the 
Government for this claim; that the Supreme 
Court of the United States very lately decided this 
claim to be illegal, and that the land belonged to 
the Government. A bill has been passed for the 
relief of the actual bona fide settlers upon the 
grant. Congress authorized by law, in 1851, 
commissioners, composed of the receiver and the 
register of the land office, at the town of Monroe, 
to examine the title of these people, and report 
upon it, Congress laying down certain principles 
by which they should be governed. The com- 
missioners have made their report. They have 
recommended, under the principles authorized by 
law, the confirmation of certain claims. 

The object of this bill, which has passed the 
Senate, is to confirm the report of those commis- 
sioners. ‘The effect of it will be to enable the 
Government to confirm such titles as the commis- 
sion have reported favorably upon, and bring 
the remainder of the lands into market. That is 
the only object; and permit me here to say, that I 
have examined the testimony presented in the 
report of the commissioners, and | have no doubt 


recom- 


| that every one of them ought to be confirmed, 


under the provisions of the act of Congress of 
1851. A great many of the claims were rejected 
because they did not come within the provisions 
of that law. 

I have no doubt that this bill ought to pass at 
once, because it will enable the Government to 
convey those lands to the claimants, and to bring 
the others into market. These lands are located 
in the richest portion of Louisiana, and will there- 
fore become very valuable to the Government. 

Mr. SMITH, of Tennessee. I will not detain 
the House further than to confirm the statement 
of the gentleman from Louisiana. This bill has 
assed the Senate, and should be passed by the 
gees atonce. I move the previous question. 

Mr. HAMILTON. I*want to know how this 
bill came before the House for debate ? 

The SPEAKER. The House indulged the 
gentleman from Louisiana in making a statement 
in reference to the bill. 

Mr. HUNT. I hope the gentleman from Ma- 
ryland will not object to the bill. It is for the 
benefit of a community which is entitled to relief. 
We have full and sufficient information tn refer- 
ence to it, and | hope there will be no objection to 
its consideration. 
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The previous question was seconded, and the 
main question was ordered to be put. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading, and was 
read a third time. 

It was then read by the Clerk in extenso. 

The bill was then passed. 

Mr. JONES, of Louisiana. I move to recon- 
sider the vote by which the bill was passed; and 
that that motion be laid upon the table. 

The latter motion was agreed to. 


Mr. NICHOLS, from the Committee on Pri- 
vate Land Claims, reported the following bill; 
which was read a first and second time by its 
title, as follows, referred to a Committee of the 
Whole House, and ordered to be printed: 

A bill for the relief of the inhabitants of school 
township forty-five, range one, in Warren county, 
Missouri. 

Mr. N. also, from the same committee, reported 
back bills of the following titles; which were re- 
ferred to a Committee of the Whole House, and 
ordered to be printed: 

H. R. No. 299. A bill for the relief of the Pine 
Grove Academy, in Louisiana; 

S. No. 167. An act for the relief of Joseph 
Canpan; and 

S. No. 296. An act for the relief of Manuel 
fernandez. 

Mr. MILLSON. I move to reconsider the 
order of the House referring the bill reported by 
the gentleman from New York, (Mr. Fenron,}) 
to remit duties on certain goods destroyed by fire 
in the cities of New York and San Francisco, to 
a Committee of the Whole House, that the bill 
may be committed to the Committee of the Whole 
on the state of the Union. It is a bill of a public 
and very important nature. It has heretofore 
been referred to the Committee of the Whole on 
the state of the Union, and ought now to take the 
same direction. 

The SPEAKER. TheChair will rule, accord- 
ing to the order of the House, which was unani- 
mously made, thatif the motion to reconsider give 
rise to debate, it must lie over until another time. 

Several members proposed to debate it. 


Mr. HENDRICKS. I object to all further 
debate. 
Mr. MILLSON. I should have objected in 


time, had I known what the bill was. 

The SPEAKER. The motion to reconsider 
will be entered; it must lie over for the present. 

Mr. MILLSON. I do not know that it comes 
within the order by which the House allowed pri- 
vate bills to be reported. 

The SPEAKER. The bill having been dis- 
posed of under the order of the House, the Chair 
thinks that it can only be reached by reconsidera- 
tion. The motion to reconsider will be entered, 
and may be called up to-morrow, or any other 
time except the present. 

Mr. FENTON. [I reported the bill under the 
impression that it was merely of a private char- 
acter. lam still of the same impression. 

The motion to reconsider was entered on the 
Journal. 


Mr. MAXWELL, from the Committee on J».- 
dian Affairs, reported adversely on the petition of 
3imeon Buckre; which was laid upon the table. 


Mr. FAULKNER, from the Committee on 
Military Affairs, reported back bills of the fol- 
lowing titles, with the recommendation that they 
do pass; which were referred to a Committee of 
the Whole House, and ordered to be printed: 

S. No. 170. An act for the relief of Helen 
Mackay, administratrix of Lieutenant Colonel 
Eneas Mackay, late a deputy quartermaster in 
the United States Army; 

S.No. 189. An act for the relief of Mrs. Celia 
F. B. Cochrane, widow of the late Lieutenant 
Colonel C. E. Cochrane, United States Army; and 

S. No. 206. An act for the relief of the execu- 
trix of the late Brevet Colonel A. C. W. Fanning, 
of the Army of the United States. 

No. 250. An act for the reliefof William Claude 
Jones; and 

No. 285. An act for the relief of the heirs of 
Brigadier General Richard B. Mason. 


On motion by Mr. FAULKNER, the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs were discharged from 
the further consideration of the memorial of the 
Legislative Council of New Mexico, asking the 
reéstablishment of Fort Atchison; and it was laid 
on the table, and ordered to be printed. 


| not a private bill. 


Mr. ETHERIDGE, from the Committee on 
Military Affairs, reported the following bill; which 
was read a first and second time by its title, re- 
ferred to a Committee of the Whole House, and 
ordered to be printed: 

A bill to amend an act entitled ‘* An act to pro- 
vide for the payment of horses and other property 
lost or destroyed in the military service of the 


| United States,’’ approved March 3, 1849. 


Mr. LINDLEY. I desire to put the bill just 
reported upon its passage. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has already an- 
nounced its reference. By unanimous consent 
the bill will be put upon its passage. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. Unanimous consent is 
not given. 

Mr. FAULKNER. I would inquire whether 
the proper destination of that bill is not the Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the state of the Union? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair had doubts as 
to whether it would properly come under the head 
of private bills. 

Mr. PHELPS. An improper direction has 
been given to this bill, and I move to reconsider 
the vote by which it was referred to a Committee 
of the Whole House. 

The SPEAKER. 
bill may be returned to the committee. 


Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. I think the proper | 


direction would be to refer it to the Committee of 
the Whole on the state of the Union, and have it 
printed, so that we may see what it is. 

The SPEAKER. The bill was received and re- 
ferred to a Committee of the Whole House. Some 


gentlemen propose to return the bill to the com- | 


mittee that reported it, upon the ground that it is 
Others suggest, that it should 
be referred to the Committee of the Whole on the 
state of the Union, and that it be printed. Is it 
the pleasure of the House that the bill be referred 
to the Committee of the Whole on the state of the 
Union? 

Mr. COBB. I object to that reference. 

The SPEAKER. Then it can be reached only 
by reconsideration. 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. I know nothing myself 
about the bill, as it is one which I reported at the 
instance of Colonel BisseLi, and which he handed 


| to me before he fell sick. As he is now unable to 


| a question of equity. 


be in his seat, and as, perhaps, in view of some 
suggestions made by the friends of the bill, it would 
be better to have it re-referred to the committee, I 


By unanimous consent the | 
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ask the unanimous consent of the House, there- | 


fore, to have it so returned. 
There being no objection, it was so ordered. 


Mr. ZOLLICOFFER. I am instructed by the 
Committee on Naval Affairs to report back the 


following bill from the Senate, with a recommend- | 

| ation that it do pass: 
A bill for the relief of Joshua Gonder, jr., and | 
| John Duff. 


Mr. FLORENCE. This bill involves merely 
I hope, therefore, it will be 
now put upon its = —s 


Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. 1 object. 


It in- | 


volves the question of non-compliance with a con- | 


tract. 


Mr. FLORENCE. 


| cumstance is a simple one. 


The SPEAKER. Debate is not in order. 
The bill was referred to a Committee of the 


_ Whole House, and ordered to be printed. 


Mr. DISNEY. On behalf of the Committee on 


| Public Lands, I desire to ask the unanimous con- 
| sent of the House to take up a bill, which has been 


returned from the Senate with an amendment, for 
the purpose of having it disposed of. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. That would be a devia- 
tion from the rule; and I object to it. 

Mr. DISNEY. 
tion to the Territory of Oregon. 

TheSPEAKER. It is objected to by the gen- 


I beg pardon, but the cir- | 


It is merely a land bill in rela-'| 


tleman from Indiana; and the bill cannot now be 


taken up. 
Mr. STANTON, of Kentucky. 
sence of the gentleman from South Carolina, [Mr. 


| Kerrt,] who a few days ago presented a minor- 


ity report from the select committee, I yester- 
day made a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which that report was ordered to be printed and 
referred to the Committee of the Whole. My 


In the ab- | 


purpose in making that motion was simply to | 


| afford the honorable gentleman an opportunity of '' 








une 23, 
-snnenenitenigsaibaneansenat — ee ene 
withdrawing a paper which he had filed and made 
part of the report inadvertently. | understand 
that he desires to withdraw the paper in question 
and if unanimous consent be given to him for that 
purpose, I will withdraw my motion 1 
sider. 

There being no objection, the gentleman from 
South Carolina was allowed to withdraw t] ’ 
paper referred to. - 

Mr.STANTON. Then [ask to withdraw my 
motion to reconsider the vote by which that mi. 
nority report was referred. 

There being no objection, the motion to 
sider was withdrawn. 


Mr. WASHBURN, of Maine, from the Com. 
mittee on Revolutionary Claims, reported the fo). 
lowing bill; which was read a first and second 
time by its title, referred to a Committee of the 
Whole House, and ordered to be printed: 

A bill for the relief of Rebecca Baggerly, widow 
of David Baggerly, deceased. 

Mr. W. also, from the same committee, re. 
ported back, with a recommendation that it do 
pass, the following Senate bill; which was referred 
to a Committee of the Whole House, and ordered 
to be printed: 

S. No. 108. A bill for the relief of Rebecca 
Freeman. 


Mr. CHURCHWELL, from the Committee 
on Revolutionary Pensions, reported back, with, 
recommendation that they do pass, the following 
Senate bills; which were referred to a Committee 
of the Whole House, and ordered to be printed: 

S. No. 241. A bill for the relief of James 
Wormsley. 

S. No. 223. An act for the relief of Mary Car|- 
ton; and 

S. No. 340. An act for the relief of Sarah Cran- 
dall. 

Mr. C. also, from the same committee, reported 
the following bills; which were read a first and 
second time by their respective titles, referred as 
indicated below, and ordered to be printed: 

A bill for the relief of the legal representatives 
of Lieutenant Francis Ware. Referred to a Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

A bill in addition to an act entitled ** An act to 
continue half pay to certain widows and orphans.” 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole on the 
state of the Union. 

A bill for an act in addition to certain acts 
granting bounty land to certain officers and sol- 
diers who have been engaged in the military ser- 
vice of the United States. Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the state of the Union. 


Mr. ROWE, from the Committee on Revolu- 
tionary Pensions, made an adverse report upon 
the petition and papers of Mary Boyd, asking a 
pension as the widow of John Boyd, a revolu- 
tionary soldier; which, with the report, was or- 
dered to lie on the table, and printed. 


Mr. EDMUNDSON, from the Committee on 
Revolutionary Pensions, reported the following 
bill; which was read a firstand second time by its 
title, referred toa Committeeof the Whole House, 
and ordered to be printed: 

A bill for the relief of James Capers. 

Mr. E. also, from the same committee, made 
adverse reports in the following cases; which were 
laid upon the table, and ordered to be printed: 

The petition of Martha Scott, widow of Samuel 
Scott; 

The petition of Samuel Ross, of Ohio; and 

The petition of the children of Robert McNeil 
and Sarah his wife. 


On motion by Mr. EDMUNDSON,, it was also 


Ordered, That the Committee on Revolutionary Pensions 
be discharged from the further consideration of the petition 
of Julian Beler ger’s heirs, praying for bounty land under 
resolution of Congress of August 14, 1776, and resolution 
of May 15, 1778, and that the same be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Revolutionary Claims. 


On motion by Mr. MIDDLESW ARTH, it was 


Ordered, That the Committee on Revolutionary Pensions 
be discharged from the further consideration of the petition 
of John Sherburn, heir of Sherburn Horton, of Portsmouth, 
New Hampshire, for a pension, and that the same do lie 
upon the table. 

Mr. CULLOM. I was not present when the 
Committee for the District of Columbia was called, 
and I ask the unanimous consent of the House to 
report from that committee a bill to incorporate 
the Washington and Georgetown Railway Com- 
pany, in the District of Columbia. 


tO recon. 


recon- 


1854. 


Mr. 0! 
The SI 
inanimo' 
There 
frst and 
the Com 
Ur ion, a 


Mr. P 
Committ 
the unal 
pill for t 
surety f 
ginla. 

There 
a first ¢ 
Commit 
be print 


Mr. ¢ 
the Ho 
Distric 


and to 


bia. 
Mr. 
| objec 
Mr. 
draw t 
ferred 
Mr. 
draw t 
that I 
The 
ingly 
Mr. 
imous 
Comn 
incorp 
in the 
Mr. 
l obje 
Mr 
is not 
On 
Orde 
be dis 
rial of 
applic: 
ie upe 
Mr 
Inval 
a firs 
ferret 
with 
print 
State 
Mi 
ed ac 
mori 
Pe 
pray 
of tk 
Pe 
Pe 
M 
man 
in th 
of 
riek 
non 
P 
pen 
ed 








1854. 


Mr. OLDS. That is not a private bill. 

T e SPEAKER. It can only be received by 
nanimous conseng. 

There being no objection, the bill was read a 
ceet and second time by its title, and referred to 
+» Committee of the Whole on the state of the 
tipion, and ordered to be printed. 


Mr. PARKER. I was not present when the 
Committee on the Judiciary was called. I ask 
unanimous consent of the House to report a 
for the relief of Thomas Ap Catesby Tonal, 
surety for a former postmaster of Norfolk, Vir- 
yinla 
° There was no objection, and the bill was read 
. first and second time by its title, referred to a 
Committee of the Whole House, and ordered to 
e printed. 


Mr. GOODE. I ask the unanimous consent of 
the House to report from the Committee for the 
District of Columbia a bill ** to prevent mischief, 

nd to protect property in the District of Colum- 


Mr. HENDRICKS. That is nota private bill. 
| object. 

Mr. GOODE. I hope the gentleman will with- 
draw the objection. I only desire to have it re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. Well, sir, 1 will with- 
draw the objection in this case; but I give notice 
that I will not in any other of a like character. 

There was no objection, and the bill was accord- 
ingly referred. 

Mr. TAYLOR, of New York. I ask theunan- 
mous consent of the House to report from the 
Committee for the District of Columbia a bill to 
incorporate the mutual Fire Insurance Company 
in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. Thatis not a private bill. 
I object to its reception. 

Mr. McMULLIN. [I object to anything that 
snot in the regular order of business. 

On motion by Mr. LINDLEY, it was 


Ordered, Thatthe Committee on Revolutionary Pensions 
discharged from the further consideration of the memo 
rial of the heirs of Epaphras Ripley, of Vermont, an insane 
applicant for a revolutionary pension, and that the same 
ie upon the table. 


Mr. HENDRICKS, from the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions, reported a bill which; was read 
a first and second time, by its title, as follows, re- 
ferred to a Committee of the Whole House, and, 
with the accompanying report, ordered to be 
printed: 

A bill for the relief of James Wright, jr., of the 
State of Tennessee. 

Mr. H. also, from the same committee, report- 
ed adversely on the following petitions and me- 
morials, which were laid upon the table: 

Petition of James Chambers, of Pennsylvania, 
praying for the correction of an error in the date 
of the commencementof his invalid pension; 

Petition of Charles 11. Robinson; 

Petition of Isaac Plummer; 

Memorial of William Guinard, who was a sea- 
man in the service of the United States, engaged 
in the war with Mexico, praying that an increase 
of pension may be granted to him, having lost his 
right &rm from the premature discharge of a can- 
nonn board the United States schooner Taney; 

Petition of Benjamin Cressey, praying for a 
pension as an invalid seaman, from wounds receiv- 
ed during the late war with Great Britain; 

Petition of Eli Donlevy, praying for pecuniary 
aid in consideration of the loss of his eyes, while 
in the service of the United States, at the naval 
station of Brooklyn; 

Petition of Stephen Connor, praying to be paid 
arrears of pension; 

Petition of Mathew Wieford, for increase of 
pension; 

Petition of William Young, for additional com- 
pensation for injuries received in the war of 1812; 

Petition of F. W. Raborg, of Captain Walker’s 
company of Mounted Rifles, who was wounded in 
the battle of Huamantla, Mexico, for increase of 
pension; 

Petition of Major William Keller, of Maryland, 
for an increase of pension; 

_ Petition of Washington Porter, for invalid pen- 
sion; 

Petition of Edward Taylor, of Tennessee, pray- 
ing Congress for back pension; and 

Evidence in support of William Wilson’s = 
cation for an increase of his pension as an invalid. 





THE CONGRESSIONAL GLOBE. 


Mr. H. also, from the same committee, reported 


back bill of the following title, with a recom- 
mendation that it do pass; which was referred to 
a Committee of the Whole House, and ordered to 
be printed: 


S. No. 281. A bill for the relief of William 


Miller. 


Mr. ASHE, from the Committee on Naval Af- 


fairs, reported a bill; which was read a first and 
second time by its title, as follows, referred to a 


Sommittee of the Whole House, and, with the 


accompanying report, ordered to be printed: 


A bill for the relief of Lewis E. Simonds. 


Mr. VAIL, from the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, reported bills, which were severally read a 
first and second time by their titles, as follows, 
referred to a Committee of the Whole House, and, 
with the accompanying reports, ordered to be 
printed: 

A bill for the relief of Daniel Morse, of Essex, 
Chittenden county, Vermont; 

A bill for the relief of Ira Call; and 

A bill for the relief of Isaac Sigler. 

Mr. V. also, from the same committee, reported 
adversely on the following petitions; which were 
laid upon the table, and, with the accompanying 
reports, ordered to be printed: 

Petition of Samuel Cleveland; and 

Petition of George Blake, of Niagara county, 
New York, a soldier in ihe war of 1812, for in- 
valid pension. 

Mr. EWING. I wish now to call up the mo- 
tion to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
‘*for the relief of James Jeffries and Jeremiah 
M. Smith’’ was referred to a Committee of the 
Whole House. 


The motion to reconsider was agreed to. 


The SPEAKER. The first question in order 
will be, ‘* Shall the bill be committed to a Com- 
mittee of the Whole House ?”’ 

Mr. OLDS. Have I the power to withdraw 
the motion to commit? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has not. If 
no objection is made, the motion to commit will be 
withdrawn. 

Mr. OLDS. The reading of the report made 
upon the bill in the Senate will explain the whole 
matter. 

The report was read by the Clerk. 

Mr. OLDS. The whole matter is stated very 
simply and briefly in the report justread. ‘These 
gentlemen bid for several routes in Texas. Among 
the number of routes which they received were 
three routes, which proved to be about fifty miles 
longerthan they were advertised at, in consequence 
of which they refused to perform service upon 
them. The Department withheld payment for 
their services upon other routes because they 
did not perform services upon these three routes. 

Mr. GROW. I move that the bill be referred 
to a Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I call for the previous 
question. 

The previous question was seconded, and the 
main question ordered to be put; being ‘‘ Shall 


' the bill be referred to a Committee of the Whole 


House?’’ 


Mr. HENDRICKS 
for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered; and 
WHEELER were appointed. 

The question was taken; and the tellers reported 


On that question I call 


Messrs. Cox and 


|—ayes 53; nota sufficient number. 


[Cries of ‘‘ Count the other side!’’] 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. There is not a 
quorum present. 

‘The SPEAKER. The Chair will 
whether there is or not. 

Mr. PERKINS, of New York. 
vote of the other side. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. If it is in order, I move 
that the House do now resolve itself into a Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the Private Calendar. 

The SPEAKER. The motion is not in order. 

After a count, the Chair announced that there 
were one hundred and twenty-one members in 
their seats. 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. All those who sit 
still in their seats, and do not vote at all, are 
counted for the negative. That is not right. 
Members may be in their seats, and not vote at 
all. 


ascertain 


I call for a 
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Mr. GROW. I call for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. EWING. 1 donot know that there would 
be this contest were it not for my motion; and as 
l am extremely unwilling to cause it, | could in 
one moment, if permitted, explain to the House 
the nature of the motion. Half the House seems 
to misunderstand the matter, and if 10 gentleman 
objects, 1 will briefly explain it. 1 simply wish to 
remind the House that the House, as many will 
remember, referred this bill, because they desired 
to have itinvestigated. The question was, whether 
it should go to the Committee of the Whole, or 
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads. Those who were present will remember 
that the House desired only that the Committee 
on the Post Office and Post Roads should examine 
it and make a report, there then being no report. 
It was a Senate bill, and had passed that body 
twice, but was lost in the last Congress in conse- 
quence of delay of business. The House decided 
that it should go to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads, instead of toa Committee 
of the Whole House. Well, now, while 1 was 
absent the chairman of the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads had it referred to a Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. Being informed of 
that, | made a motion to reconsider that reference, 
which wasagreed to, and, by unanimous consent, 
leave was given for the withdrawal of the motion 
to refer. The friends of the bill would still be 
defeating their own purposes if they were now to 
refer it to the Committee of the Whole House, 
after first sending it to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

I have had no conference with that committee, 
or with any member upon it. I left the proof in 
their hands, and they considered that there was 
no valid objection to the bill; and | simply wish 
the House now to carry out the general under- 
standing then had, and to act upon the bill now. 
It makes no appropriation, but only provides for 
the remission of a fine. 

Mr. GROW. I wish to ask the gentleman if 
this is the same bill which the House defeated 
once this session ? 

Mr. EWING. I have tried fortwo Congresses 
to get the House to act upon it in some shape or 
other; but there area few gentlemen who seem to 
persist in putting it off. 

Mr. GROW. Is it the same bill to which Mr. 
Sace made objection sometime since? 

Mr. EWING. It is thesame bill; but the gen- 
tleman will recollect the history of that matter, 
and that, contrary to my wish, it was referred to 
a committee, the House refusing to refer it to the 
Committee of the Whole. I had rather have the 
paternity of half a dozen Nebraska bills than one 
private bill for the remission ofa fine. It passed 
through the Senate twice, and has come here. I 
have been laboring for no other purpose than, 
after having it investigated by the committee, to 
get the House to act upon it. But it is moved 
now to recommit it to a Committee of the Whole 
House; but I hope it will not be recommitted. 

Mr. COBB. 1 wish simply to say, that Mr. 
Saer, who seemed to understand this matter when 
it was under discussion before, had a letter from 
the Postmaster General read. Perhaps that letter 
might throw a little light upon the subject. 

Mr. EWING. In answer to the gentleman, I 
will say, that those who compose the Committee 
of the Whole House are the same individuals 
who are now here. Gentlemen will remember 
that this bill was thoroughly discussed when it 
was last before us, and occupied more of the 
attention of the House than I desired. That letter 
was then read; and I will state to the House its 
contents, as briefly as possible, if the gentleman 
will allow me; and I shall thereby save the time 
of the House. The Post Ofiice Desertneit ad- 
vertised the routes shorter than they proved to be. 
The gentleman from New York [Mr. Sace] goes 
to the Department, and gets some information 
from the clerks, and also gets a letter from the 
same Department. The letter states that, accord- 
ing to the then present information of the Depart- 
ment, the routes are not so long as the proof in 
the case shows them to be; but it allows that they 
are a good deal longer than was stated in the ad- 
vertisement. That is the substance of the letter. 
The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ed 
was kind enough, on a former occasion, to cal 
the previous question upon the matter, after he 
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had made a speech, and thereby cut me off from 
making an explanation. . 
Mr.GROW. It is true that when this bill was 
up some time ago, | hada word to say upon it. 
Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. Before the zentle- 
man from Pennsylvania submits his remarks, I 


desire to suggest an amendment to the gentleman 


from Kentucky: to strike out, in the second line, 
the words ** and directed,’’ and insert **in his 
discretion.’’ It now reads: 

Phat the Postmaster General be, and he is hereby, au 
thonzed and directed to cause James Jetfries and Jeremiah 
vi mith, &« 

if amended, it will read: 

Phat the Postinaster General be, and he is hereby, au 
thorized, in Ais dicretion, to cause, Ke. 

[ask the gentleman from Kentucky to accept 
that amendment. 

Mr. EWING. IL ask the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee if that will removeall objection to the bill? 

Mr. JONES. Uf that amendment be made, | 
will not then object to the bill. 

Mr. EWING. Then I will accept the amend- 
ment. 

Phe SPEAKER. The Chair will state that the 
rentieman from Kentucky has no power to accept 
an amendment; and that, at this stage of the pro- 
ceedings, it can only be made by the unanimous 
consent of the House. 

Mr. JONES. IL take it for granted that if the 
gentleman from Kentucky does notobject, no one 
else will. If the Postmaster General thinks the 
petition ought to be granted, | bave no objection, 

There was no objection; and the amendment 
was accordingly inserted in the bill. 

Mr. GROW. Now, Mr. Speaker, [ have a 
single word to say. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. 
debate. 

Mr. GROW. I thought I had the floor by the 
consent of the House 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks the objec- 
tion of the gentleman from Indiana comes too late, 
so far as the gentleman from Pennsylvania is con- 
cerned. 

Mr. GROW. There are a large number of 
cases upon the Private Calendar of at least equal 
merit with this. 

Mr. EWING. How does the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania obtain possession of the floor? 

The SPEAKER. ‘The House accorded it to 
him by unanimous consent, 

Mr. EWING. Well, sir, if I had been aware 
of the fact at the time, I should have objected. 
The gentleman made a speech against the bill the 
other day, and then moved the previous question, 
although | requested him to withdraw it. If it 
is in my power to object, I do so. 

Mr. WHEELER. Then I shall move to lay 
the bill upon the table. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania is entitled to the floor, and it is too late 
to object. 

Mr. GROW. When this bill was before the 
HTouse on a former occasion, the gentleman from 
Kentucky mace a speech, and then called the 
previous question upon it. I appealed to him to 
withdraw it for a moment in my favor, and 1 
promised to renew it. He refused; but when I 
had obtained the floor, and had called the pre- 
vious question, he asked of me the same courtesy 
that he had refused to extend to me. So that if 
there is any complaint to be made, | think it is | 
who should make it. 

But, sir, | can seeno reason why this bill should 
he taken out of the usual course of proceedings. 
It has no more merit in itthan a great many other 
bills upon your Private Calendar. If these con- 
tractors have suffered, it is their own fault, and 
not the fault of the Government. They knew, or 
they should have known, whatservice was required 
before they took the contract. But I do not pro- 
pose to argue the merits of the claim. My great 
objection is to taking this bill out of its regular 
order upon the Calendar, and giving it preference 
in Ouraction upon it over other bills there of equal 
merit. 

Mr. EWING. Just one word. This bill is 
not upon the Private Calendar. It is before the 
House, and upon itspassage. The remarks of the 
gentleman are therefore wholly irrelevant and in- 
applicable. 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. 
call for the yeas and nays. 


I object to all further 


Withdraw the 


The SPEAKER. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and cannot be withdrawn, except by 
unanimous consent. 

Mr. WHEELER. 

The questi 
bill to a Committee of the Whole House, it was 
taken; and the motion was decided in the nega- 
tive—yeas 34, nays 90; as follows: 


Y EAS—Messrs. Thomas H. Bayly, Ball, Belcher, Car- 
penter, Crocker, Cullom, Dick, Ellison, Fuller, Giddings, 
Grow, Hastings, Houston, Daniel T. Jones, Knox, Letcher, 
McCulloch, Matteson, Millson, Norton, Parker, Penning- 
ton, Bishop Perkins, Phelps, Pratt, Pringle, Ready, Rowe, 
Kutfin, William R. Smith, Trout, Wade, Elihu B. Wash 
burne, and Wells—34,. 

NAY S—Messrs. James C. Allen, Ashe, David J. Bailey, 
Barry, Benson, Benton, Breckinridge, Caruthers, Caskie, 
Chamberlain, Chandler, Chastain, Chrisman, Churchwell, 
Cobb, Corwin, Cox, Thomas Davis, De Witt, Edmundson, 
Thomas D. Eliot, English, Etheridge, Ewing, Farley, 
Faulkner, Florence, Goode, Greenwood, Andrew J. Har 
lan, Sampson W. Harris, Wiley P. Harris, Hendricks, 
Henn, Hill, Hillver, Howe, Ulughes, Hunt, Johason, George 
W. Jones, J. Gtaney Jones, Roland Jones, Keitt, Kurtz, 
Lamb, Latham, Lindley, Lindsley, McDougall, Macey, 
Maxwell, Mayall, Middieswarth, Smith Miller, Morgan, 
Nichols, Noble, Olds, Andrew Oliver, Orr, Peck, Peckham, 
Powell, Preston, David Ritchie, Robbins, Sabin, Sapp, 
Seward, Shannon, Shaw, Singleton, Skelton, Gernt Smith, 
William Smith, Frederick P. Stanion, Hestor L. Stevens, 
Straub, David Stuart, John J. Taylor, Nathaniel G. Taylor, 
Thurston, Vail, Walsh, John Wentworth, Wheeler, Witte, 
Yates, and Zollicotfer—9v. 


I ol ject 
yn now being upon recommitting the 


The bill was then ordered to a third reading; 
and was accordingly read the third time, and 
yassed. 

Mr. EWING moved that the vote by which 
the bill was passed be reconsidered; and also 
moved that the motion to reconsider be laid upon 
the table; which latter motion was agreed to. 


Mr. HENDRICKS. I now move that the 
House resolve itself into a Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. HILLYER. Before that motion is put, I 
ask the unanimous consent of the House to report 
from the Committee of Claims a bill for the relief 
of John Frazer, and the administrator of the estate 
of John G. Clendenin, deceased. 

There was no objection; and the bill was read 
a first and second time by its title, referred to a 
Committee of the Whole House, and ordered to 
be printed. 

The question was then puton Mr. Henprick’s 
motion; and it was agreed to. 

The House accordingly resolved itself into a 
Committee of the Whole, (Mr. Disney in the 
chair,) and proceeded to consider private bills in 
the order in which they stood upon the Calendar. 

This being ** objection Friday,’’ no discussion 
was in order, and no bill could be considered to 
which objection was made. 


HEIRS OF BARON DE KALB. 
The CHAIRMAN. 


committee for consideration is entitled ** A bill for 
the relief of the children and heirs of Major Gen- 
eral Baron De Kalb.’’ 

Mr. WASHBURNE, of Illinois. Why does 
the Chair commence on page eleven, and not at 
the commencement of the Calendar? 

The CHAIRMAN. 


and the Chair has commenced where the commit- 


This is objection day, | 


The first bill before the | 


tee left off last objection day, in accordance with | 


the uniform practice of the committee. 


Mr. WASHBURNE. MI think the Chair 


should commence at the beginning of the Calen- | 


dar. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is advised that 
all bills before the one, the title of which has been 
stated, have been objected to heretofore. 

Mr. WASHBURNE. That may be true, but 
they may not be objected to now. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has commenced 
the call of the Calendar, this being objection day, 
where it was suspended the last objection day. 
On private bill days, when debate is allowed, the 
call is commenced with the first bill on the Cal- 
endar. 

The bill was then read through. 

Mr. PERKINS, of New York, objected, and 
the bill went over. 

NEW YORK VOLUNTEERS. 

Senate bill (No. 17) ** to reimburse to the com- 
mon council of New York city expenditures made 
for the first regiment of New York volunteers.’’ 

The bill provides that the Secretary of War, in 

| the settlement and adjustment (under the act of 


' Congress of June 2, 1848) of the claims of the |) 


THE CONGRESSIONAL GLOBE. 


| his seat. 





_________—Sune 23, 
common council of New York, for expenditures 
made in organizing, transporting, clothine ond 
subsisting the first regiment of New York Volun 
teers, commanded by Colonel Ward B eian, 
prior to the mustering of said regiment int ; 
service of the United States, shall be authorized 
and required to allow such of those claims as hav 
be supported by satisfactory vouchers, showin» 
that such expenditure had been fairly made, and 
was necessary and proper for the service, no}. 
withstanding that such vouchers may be informa 
and defective for want of particularity, provided 
the amount allowed shall not exceed $3,672 99 — 

There being no objection to the bill, it was laid 
aside to be reported to the House, with a reeom. 
mendation that it do pass. 

MAJOR CALEB SWAN. 

Senate bill (No. 33) ‘for the relief of the leva) 
representatives of Major Caleb Swan.”’ a 

Mr. LETCHER. I object. Let the bill 20 
over. 

The bill was accordingly laid over. 


W. D. PORTER. 


House bill (No. 265) ** for the relief of W. p 
Porter, of the United States Navy.”’ 

The bill, which was read, provides for the settle. 
ment of the accounts of W.D. Porter for moneys 
expended by him in defraying the expenses of 
bringing Amin Bey and suite to the United States, 
in compliance with the request of the Hon. G, P. 
Marsh, United States Minister at Constantino; le; 
the amount not to exceed $2,024 32. 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. It was ina vesse| 
of the Navy of the United States that Amin Bey 
and his suite were brought here. At a former 
session of Congress, and at the time when he was 
here at the Capitol, we appropriated $10,000 for 
paying his expenses. I therefore object to this 
bill. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. I canexplain to my 
friend from Tennessee, if the committee will allow 
me, how it was that Captain Porter did not happen 
to be paid out of the appropriation which he al- 
udes to. 

This bill was reported by the gentleman from 
Louisiana, [Mr. Perxins,| who, | thought, was 
not in the House to-day, but whom I now see in 
At the last Congress [ was on the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs, and was instructed by 
that committee toreport this bill. Captain Porter 
was in command of the United States ship which 
conveyed Amin Bey and suite to this country— 

Mr. JONES, (interrupting.) I have objected 
to this bill. 


Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. 


9 the 


m- 


I can explain in one 


| instant how it was that Captain Porter was not 


paid out of the appropriation of $10,000. 

Mr. JONES. But I should like to know why 
it was that he was to be paid at all, when it was 
a Government vessel that he was in command of. 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. I would explain that, 
if the committee would allow me. 

Mr. JONES. 1 must insist on my objection. 


MOSES OLMSTEAD. 


House bill (No. 117) ‘ for the relief of Moses 
Olmstead.”’ > 

The bill, which was read, authorizes the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury to place the name of Moses 
Olmstead upon the roll of invalid pensioners, and 
to pay him during his life a pension at the rate of 
eight dollars a month, commencing on the 20th of 
January, 1853. 

From the report, it appears that the claim rests 
upon the alleged fact that the claimant, while in 
the service of the United States, in the war of 
1812, and while stationed at Harlem Heights, re- 
ceived an injury in one of his legs, which at the 
time did not prevent him from serving to the end 
of his term. He was discharged on the 26th of 
November, 1814. It would appear, however, 
that the injury was of a permanent nature, and 
increased from year to year, until, as shown by 
the statements of two highly respectable and well 
known surgeons, he is rendered wholly unable to 
obtain a subsistence by manual labor. ‘The evi- 
dence in support of the claim is not sufficient to 
justify the Commissioner of Pensions in placing 
his name on the roll of invalid pensioners. But 
that officer, in a letter to the chairman of the 
Committee on Pensions, dated 20th January, 
1853, says: 

‘« Although the papers do not afford such evidence as our 
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peouire, yet from his own statement of his case, and 
afforded by the papers of his high character 
norality, and religion, [ feel no hesitation in 


g luis claim to the favorabie consideration of 


s shown that, since that time, by the advice 
nent surgeons, the injured limb has been 

ita ed. 

No objection being made to the bill, it was laid 

ys to be reported to the House, with a recom- 


dation that it do pass. 


mel 


DAVID TOWLE. 
House bill (No. 269) ‘* for the relief of David 
Towle.” ; 
Che bill, which was read, provides that the 


me of David ‘Towle, of the town of Oxford, in 
the State of Maine, be placed on the pension roll 
cht dollars a month, from the Sth of April, 


e 
Is45 


From the report, it appears that the petitioner, | 


ne 14th of April, 1813, enlisted for one year as 
rporal in the company of Captain Noah Haley, 
third regiment of United States infan- 
try comune by Colonel Isaac Lane, and on the 
5 h of May joined his regiment at Saco, in Maine, 

| was afterwards marched to Boston, Massa- 

isetts; thence, on the L4th of August, was or- 

red fur Concord, a march of eighty miles in 
excessive hot weather. During the march, the 
ver became so exhausted and worn down 
by the fatizue and heat, that an inflammation of 

e kidneys and stoppage of urine was produced, 
which eventuated In a chronic disease of the kid- 
neys and ureter, by which he is wholly disabled 
fom obtaining a living by manual labor. 

_No objection being made to the bill, it was laid 
aside to be reported to the House, with a recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


THOMAS PORTER. 


House bill (No. 270) ** to provide a pension for 
Captain Thomas Porter.” 

Phe bill, which was read, provides that Thomas 
Porter, a deputy quartermaster in the war of 1812, 
aced on the roll of invalid pensioners at twenty 
dollars a month, commencing on the 2d of March, 


the thirty 


netitiol 


bet 


31, deducting such sums as heretofore have been | 


allowed and paid to him as pension money. 


From the report, it appears that Thomas Porter | 


entered the service, in Captain James A. McClel- 


\’s troop of volunteer light dragoons, in the | 
nth of October, 1812; continued in said service | 


for one year; was severely wounded at the battle 

f Missinoway on the 19th December, 1812. So 
severe was his wound, that he had to be carried 
on a litter from the battle-ground to Dayton, 
Onio, and from thence to Lebanon, Ohio, ina 
sleigh. His horse was killed in said battle. Par- 

y recovering from said wound, he joined his 

ip in the following spring, and marched to 
Fort Meigs; was in the first siege of said fort, at 
which place he was slightly wounded by a cannon 

|, the same killing a second horse for him while 
in the attitude of mounting. He continued in the 
service till the close of the campaign, partaking in 
all the engagements of his squadron, and termina- 
ting with the battle of the Thames; after which he 
was discharged. Shortly after leaving the volun- 
teer service, he received, without solicitation on his 
part, the appointment of ensign in the sixteenth 
regiment United States infantry; and soon there- 
after, without solicitation, the additional appoint- 
ment from President Monroe of assistant deputy 
quartermaster general, with orders to repair to 
Carlisle, in the Stateof Pennsylvania. Heaccepted 
the appointment, and promptly repaired to the 
post assigned him, and there continued in the full 
discharge of his duties until peace was made. In 
the winter of 1814 and 1815 he felt serious incon- 
venience from the wounds he had previously re- 
ceived, and was confined to his bed for some weeks 
In consequence thereof. From the month of Oc- 
tober, 1819, in consequence of said wounds, he 
has been confined to his bed, his crutches, and his 
sti iff. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. 1 ask if there is not an 
amendment pending to the bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. There is. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. Lask that it may be read. 

The amendment was reported, as follows: 

Insert after the word ‘* money,” the words ‘‘and 
that the amount found due under the provisions 
of this act shall be paid to the children of Cup- 
tain Thomas Porter.” 


changed since the report was 


THE CONGRESSIONAL GLOBE. 


Mr. HE 


mittee, that 


LNDRICKS. 


the state of 


{ will state to the com- 
this case has somewhat 
made. Thomas 
Porter was wounded whilea private. That wound 
was almost cured when he was promoted; and he 
services which he rendered in the Army after his 
promotion made his former wounds become in- 
curable. In 1831, by a special act of Congress, 
he was pensioned at the rate of eight dollars a 
month. This pay was not according to his rank, 
and he declined to receive it; but afterwards be- 
coming poor, he concluded to accept it. The 
conimittee were of opinion that the pension should 
have been according to his rank, and they have 
accordingly reported a bill to that effect. Receiv- 

ng, as he did, a pension, he could not get a pen- 
sion, ace ording to his rank, at the Pension Office 
Since the bill was reported, Captain Porter has 
died of the wounds whic h he rec eived in the ser- 
vice, and my colleague reported the amendment 
which has just been read. I think that it ought 
to be adopted. This is a back pension, which he 
ought to receive. 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. I will inquire of 
the gentleman whether he did not get a full dis- 


| ability pension for the rank he held in the service 


at the time he received the injury? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. If that were so, the 
committee would have reported against the case; 
for the committee have in no case reported a bill 
giving larger pension than that of the rank held 
at the time of receiving the injury. This injury 
became permanent and incurable while he was 


captain. That is the finding of the report. 
Mr. JONES. Was not the wound received 


while Captain Porter was a private? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I tried to state that to 
the committee. His first wound was received 
while he was a private. It was nearly cured 
when he was promoted; and, by the labor incident 
to the discharge of his last. service, the wound 
was made incurable. That is the report of the 
physicians. 

The question was taken; and the amendment 
was agreed to. 

There being no objection to the bill, it was then 
laid aside to be reported to the House, with a rec- 


ommendation that it do pass. 


iday of July, 1847. 


HEIRS OF DANIEL BEDINGER. 

House bill (No. 272) ‘* for the relief of Daniel 
Bedinger’s heirs.’’ 

The bill was read through. 

Mr. JONES, of ‘Tennessee. I should like to 
know from the gentleman who reported that bill 
why this claimant did not get his commutation pay 
under the general laws authorizing its payment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
North Carolina, [Mr. Rocers,] who reported the 
bill, is not present. 

Mr. JONES. Then let the bill go over until 
he is here to give us some explanation of the bill. 

Mr. FAULKNER. I did not report the bill, 
but [ am somewhat acquainted with the facts of 
the case. The proof is conclusive that Mr. Bed- 
inger never received the commutation pay. Why 
he never called to receive it, is a question which 
cannot be determined at this day. ‘That he was 
entitled to it is certified to by all the other officers. 
It is certified by the officer of the Government that 
he never received it. All these certificates are 
before the committee. 

Mr. JONES. Letit go over. Thegentleman 
who reported it is absent, and [ should like to 
have some explanation from him. 

Objection being made, the bill was passed over. 


PRISCILLA C. SIMONDS. 

Senate bill (No. 54) “ for the relief of Priscilla 
Simonds.’ 

The bill provides that the preper accounting 
officers of the Treasury be directed to pay to 
Priscilla C. Simonds the sum of $418, being the 
value of the property of the late Captain Moses 
H. Simonds, which was taken possession of by 
authority of the United States. 

From the report, it appears that Moses H. 
Simonds, the son of the petitioner, was captain of 
company H, third regiment of Missouri mounted 
volunteers, and was mustered into the service of 
the United States on the 12th June, 1847. That 
while in the discharge of his duty, and en rowle for 
Santa Fé with his company, Captain Simonds 
sickened and died at Council Grove, on the 25th 
That after his death, his 


C. 





| disabled, 
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property and effects, consisting of two horses, 
clothing, and military equipage, &c., valued by 


Lieutenant Cannon, of said company, under oath, 
at $418, were taken possession of by Mie ajor Rey- 
noida, , agreeably 
fourth paragraph of the rales and articles of war, 
but never accounted for by him, either to the rep- 
resenlatives of the deceased officer or to the Gov- 
ment. 


of said regiment to the ninety- 


It appears by the papers that the major of the 
regiment (Reynolds) did, on the decease of ¢ 
tain Simonds, immediately secure all his effects, 
as provided by law; and it further ay ppears, upon 
examination at the Adj jutant General’s office, that 
he failed to send any inventory to the War De- 
partment, as provided for by law. Major Rey- 
nolds is also dead; and there does not now appear 
to be any means of recovering the property, or its 
value, from that quarter. 

No objection being made to the bill, it was laid 
aside to be reported to the House, with a recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

SAMUEL M KNIGHT. 

House bill (No. 319) ** for the relief of Samuel 
McKnight of the State of Kentucky.”’ 

The bill provides that the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior be directed to place the name of Samuel 
McKnight, of the State of Kentucky, on the list 
of invalid pensioners of the United States, 
rate of eight dollars per month, 
uary 1, 1853, and to continue during his natural 
life. 

The report shows that on the 24th day of April, 
1847, the petitioner enlisted in company B, of the 
sixteenth regiment of the infantry in the Army of 
the United States, to serve during the war with 
Mexico, and was honorably discharged at the 
close of the war; that whilst the petitioner was in 
the service in the lineof his duty, near Monterey, 
in Mexico, his eyes became diseased; that this 
disease was caused by the climate and the hard- 
ships of the service, and not by any fault on the 
part of the petitioner; that the disease has con- 
stantly been growing worse, and that he is now 
almost blind; that his eyes cannot be cured, but 
that ina short time he will be entirely blind. The 
petitioner is a stone mason, but has not been able 
to labor at his business since his return from Mex- 
ico. His money has been expended in securing 
surgical treatment for hiseyes. Heisnow wholly 
and destitute. 

No objection being made to the bill, it was laid 
aside to be reported to the House, with a recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


WILLIAM WALLACE. 

House bill (No. 320) ‘‘ for the relief of Wil- 
liam Wallace, of Illinois.’”’ 

The bill provides that the Secretary of the In- 
terior be authorized and directed to place the name 
of William Wallace, of the State of Illinois, on 
the list of invalid pensioners of the United States, 
at the rate of six dollars per month, from March 
4, 1854, and to continue during his natural life. 

The report shows that the petitioner served as 
a corporal in Captain Whiting’s company, of the 
twenty-third regiment of United States infantry, 
from the 26th day of February, 1813, during the 
war of 1812; that on the 25th day of July, 1814, 
at the battle of Bridgewater, he was wounded in 
his left thigh, by a musket shot; that he was car- 
ried from the field and remained in the hospital 
for several months; that the ball was not taken 
from the wound, but remains in the limb at this 

ime, and that the injury has within a few years 
so increased, as three fourths to disable him from 
obtaining his subsistence by manual labor. 

The petitioner made application at the Pension 
Office, but was refused a pension, because he could 
not produce the testimony of a commissioned offi- 
cer, or of more than one private of the company 
in which he served, to establish his claim, which 
was required under the law and regulations gov- 
erning that office. 

No objection being made to the bill, it was laid 
aside to be reported to the House, with a recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


yap- 


at the 
to commence Jan- 


GEORGE M. 

House bill (No. 320) 
M. Bentley, of the State of Indiana. 

The bill provides that the Secretary of the In- 

terior be directed to place the name of George M. 


BENTLEY. 


** for the relief of George 


| Bentley, of the State of Indiana, upon the list of 
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invalid pensioners of the United States, at the rate 
of eight dollars per month, from January 1, 1854, 
and to continue during his natural life. 

from the report, itappears that the said Bentley 
was a private in company H inthethird regiment 
of Indiana volunteers, and in said company served 
in Mexico during the war with that country; and 


aw eee 


with his company fought gallantly at the battle of 


Buena Vista. During the first part of the month 
of November, 1846, the said regiment was en- 
camped near Matamoras, upon the Rio Grande. 
On or about the 10th day of that month, said Bent- 
ley, with the written permission of the colonel of 
the regiment, went into the city of Matamoros, 
and whilst there, by accident, sprained his right 
ankle. Upon his return to camp in the evening, 
hig ankle was swollen, and he was so disabled by 
lameness as to be unable to perform military duty 
for a ** considerable length of time.’’ Before the 
limb was wholly restored, he returned to the dis- 
charge of his duty; the swelling returned, and 
continued until incurable ulcers broke out upon 
the limb. The said Bentley is now wholly disa- 
bled from providing for himself and his family by 
manual labor. 

Before er. ering the service of the United States, 
the said Bentley was a sound and very robust 
man. Whilstin the service he was temperate and 
very attentive to his duties. ‘This claim was sub- 
mitted to the Pension Office and rejected, for the 
reason that there is not the testimony of any per- 
son who was immediately present when the injury 
was first received. 

No objection being made to the bill, it was laid 
aside to be reported to the House, with a recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


ZADOC C. INGRAHAM. 

Senate bill (No. 249) ‘for the relief of Zadoc 
C. Ingraham.”’ 

The bill provides that the Postmaster General 
be directed to cause Zadoc C. Ingraham, late post- 
master at Wapello, lowa, to be released froma 
judgment obtained against him by the United 
States in March, 1849, for $318 87, and all interest 
and costs. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. 
may be read. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
that there is no report. 

Mr. JONES. Well, sir, the courts have deci- 
ded against this man, and I think the bill had bet- 
ter go over. 

Mr. OLDS. There is a Senate report some- 
where; but if the committee will allow me, I will 
state the facts of the case in half a dozen words. 
This is the case of a postmaster who paid over 
the amount of his postages to the contractor, but 
the money was stolen. A suit was brought 
against him,and the amount recovered from him, 
But since that time it has been proven satisfacto- 
rily that the money was stolen. ‘These are the 
fucts of the case. I hope there will be no objection. 

There was no objection; and the bill was laid 
aside to be reported to the House with a recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 


LLEWELLEN WASHINGTON. 

Senate bill (No. 283) ‘ for the relief of Llewel- 
len Washington.”’ 

The bill directs the Secretary of the Treasury 
to pay to Llewellen Washington $205 62, for 
services performed by him as clerk in the Post 
Office Department, from May 1, 1851, to July 
14, of the same year. 

The report of the committee was read, from 
which it appears that, according to the statement 
of the Assistant Postmaster General, Llewellen 
Washington was employed as temporary clerk in 
the Post Office Department, during the time above 
specified, at the rate of $1,000 per annum; that 
the Postmaster General, in his estimate sent to 
the Treasury Department, asked for $205 62 for 
his payment; but, from some cause, no appropria- 
tion was made. ‘The committee report that they 
believe the claim to be entirely just. 

There being no objection to the bill, it was laid 
aside to be reported to the House, with a recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

IRA DAY. 

Senate bill (No. 209) ‘‘ for the relief of Ira Day, 
of Vermont.”’ 

The bill authorizes and requires the Postmaster 
General to pay to Ira Day, out of the funds of 
the Post Office Department, the sum of $1,008 90, 


I ask that the report 


The Chair understands 
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in full for the balance due him for transporting 
the mail from Royalton to Burlington, in Ver- 
mont, from January, 1833, to July, 1837. 

From the report it appears that James Barker 
and others were contractors for transporting a 
daily mail for four years from Boston, in the State 
of Massachusetts, to Royalton, Montpelier, and 
Burlington, (the great depot of navigation on Lake 
Champlain,) being the great mail route from Bos- 
ton to Montreal, for the sum of $12,250 per an- 
num, commencing on the Ist day of January, 
1833, and ending in January, 1837. In the month 
of October, 1834, the Postmaster General ordered 
the mail to be discontinued one day in a week on 
that part of the route from Royalton to Burling- 
ton; which part of the route, for the transporta- 
tion of the mail, was assigned by the contractors 
to the petitioner. Under the order aforesaid of the 
Postmaster General, the mail from Boston arrived 
at Royalton on Saturday evening, and remained 
over until the Monday morning following. 

The inconvenience to the public by this order 
appears to have been so great, that the postmas- 
ters on the route and other citizens solicited and 
urged the petitioner to continue the transportation 
of the mail every day, notwithstanding said order 
of the Postmaster General. He did so; and by 
so doing the line was continued unbroken, and 
the mail was transported regularly from Boston 
to the capital of Vermont, and thence to Burling- 
ton, and vice versa, every day in the week. The 
petitioner therefore claims the sum of $1,008 90, 
being the sum withheld from him by the Postmas- 
ter General on account of the order for discontin- 
uing the transportation of the mail aforesaid. 

It also appears that the mail was carried by the 
petitioner, at the request of the Postmaster Gen- 
eral, after the contract had expired, to wit: from 
the Ist of January, 1837, to the Ist of July of the 
same year. ‘The one seventh part of the amount 
of the original contract for performing that service 
was also retained by the Postmaster General, and 
is included in the bill. 

There was no power vested in the Postmaster 
General authorizing him to make the order of 
October, 1834, discontinuing the mail one day in 
the week on that part of the route from Royalton 
to Burlington. 

Mr. UPHAM. I move to amend the bill by 
inserting after the name ‘‘ Ira Day ”’ the words 
‘‘or his legal representatives. ”’ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

No objection being made to the bill, it was laid 
aside to be reported to the House, with a recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

Mr. CHASTAIN. 1 move that the committee 
do now rise. 

The motion was not agreed to. 


WILLIAM G. HOWISON. 


House bill (No. 356) ‘‘ for the relief of William 
G. Howison.”’ 

The bill provides that William G. Howison be 
allowed by the proper accounting officers of the 


| Treasury $167, in full for all services as a mem- 


ber of the Auxiliary Guard of the city of Wash- 
ington. 

From the report, it appears William G. How- 
ison was a member of the Auxiliary Guard for 
the city of Washington, and that whilst acting in 
that capacity he became sick; that he remained 
so for one hundred and sixty-seven days, when, 
on account of it, he was discharged the service; 
that whilst sick he was docked in his pay, which 
he maintains was not right, and not justified by 
precedent. 

No objection being made to the bill, it was laid 
aside to be reported to the House, with a recom- 
mendation that it pass. 


CAPTAIN MATHEW JACK. 


House bill (No. 360) ‘* for the relief of the heirs 
of Captain Mathew Jack, deceased.’’ 

The bill and report were read. 

The bill provides for the payment of one year’s 
extra pay to which Captain Mathew Jack was 
entitled by virtugof resolution of 1778. 

There being no objection to the bill, it was laid 
aside to be reported to the House, with a recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

LOT HALL. 
House bill (No. 365) ‘ for the relief of the heirs 


of Lot Hall, deceased.”’ 
The bill provides that the proper accounting offi- 


cers of the Treasury shall settle and ay to the heirs 
and legal representatives of Lot Hall, deceased 
who was a lieutenant of marines in the servi...’ 
the United States during the Revolution 
together with the interest thereon, at six per cent 

nt, 
per annum, from May 25, 1840, for the pay of 
lieutenant of marines, due to the said Lot Hall 
and for the subsistence of the said Hall while. 
prisoner of war, and also for the share of prize 
money due to him, under the resolutions of Con. 
gress, for the proceeds of the vessels captured . 
Lieutenant Payne, while the said Hall was unde, 
his command. 

It appears, from the report made in thig Case 
that Lot Hall entered the service of the United 
States in May, 1776, as a lieutenant of marines 
under Lieutenant Elijah F. Payne, of the ship 
Randolph, of twenty guns, then lying at Charles. 
ton, South Carolina, under the command of Rob. 
ert Cochran; that said Hall entered the service 
under the regulations of Congress, and the direc. 
tions of General Washington, in Massachusetts 
where he enlisted twenty-nine men and a boy. 
whom he transported to Providence, Rhode Island. 
and placed, as well as himself, under the command 
of Lieutenant Payne; from Providence they sailed, 
in the month of June, 1776, with a design to make 
a cruising voyage to Charleston, South Caroling 
to join their ship, the Randolph. On their passage 
they took four prizes, the last of which Hall was 
put on board of as prize-master, with orders to 
take the prize into Boston; but she was retakey 
by a British vessel, and Hall carried a prisoner of 
war to Glasgow, in Scotland, where he was de. 
tained about a year, when he was enabled to take 
passage for Virginia, where he arrived about the 
Ist of January, 1778, as an exchanged officer; and 
through the munificence of Patrick Henry, then 
Governor of Virginia, he was enabled to reach his 
home in Massachusetts, February 22, 1778, stop- 
ping at Philadeiphia on his route, and petitioning 
Congress, then sitting there, for employment, 
which petition is dated January 23, 1778; and 
after setting forth his adventures and sufferings, 
concludes as follows: 

‘*T now beg of your honors to consider my sufferings, 
and if you think me deserving any office on board a Conti 
nental vessel, and will bestow it upon me, I am willing to 
enter a second time, or at least I hope your honors wi 
supply me with money sufficient to carry me to the State of 
Boston, the State of my nativity.’’ 

ITpon this state of facts the claimants ask for 
the pay and subsistence of said Hall while a 
prisoner; for one year’s pay as a supernumerary 
exchanged officer, and for his share of the prize 
money, with such interest as Congress may deem 


Vice of 


$1,906, 


’ 
ile a 


just and right. 


There being no objection to the bill, it was laid 
aside to be reported to the House, witha recom- 
mendation that it pass. 


HENRY HOFFMAN. 

House bill (No. 366) ** for the relief of the legal 
representatives of Henry Hoffman.” 

The bill, which was read, provides that the 
Secretary of the Treasury pay the sum of eighty 
dollars to the legal representatives of Henry Hofi- 
man, being on account of a reward provided in 
certain cases, by resolution of Congress of the 16th 
of May, 1778. 

From the report, it appears that, by the original 
papers in the office of the Commissioner of Pen- 
sions, Henry Hoffman enlisted on the 5th of Sep- 
tember, 1782, for, and served until the end of, the 
war, in the second regiment Pennsylvania line. 
The Third Auditor of the Treasury Department 
also states that the records in his office show that 
he received his monthly pay to the end of the war, 
but did not receive a certificate for the eighty dol- 
lars gratuity promised by resolution of Congress, 
passed May 15, 1778, which provides a reward 
of eighty dollars for each non-commissioned offi- 
cer or soldier who had enlisted, or might thereaf- 
ter enlist, and serve to the end of the war. The 
case of Henry Hoffman clearly comes within the 
provisions of that resolution. 

No objection being made to the bill, it was laid 
aside to be reported to the House, with a recom- 
mendation that it do pass. 

BILLS OBJECTED TO. 

House bill (No. 273) ‘for the relief of the 
legal representatives of Colonel John H. Stone. 
{Objected to by Mr. Skerton.] 

House bill (No. 274) “ for the relief of the lege! 

e- 


‘representatives of Colonel Willis Riddick, 
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4.2? [Objected to by Mr. Jones, of New | 


A+] on - - . 
House bill (No. 281) ** for the relief of Briga- 
ier General John E. Wool.’’ [Objected to by | 
Mr. Lercuer.] rege 

House bill (No. 982) ‘‘ for the relief of the legal 

-epresentatives of Col onel Francis Vigo.’’ [Ob- 


ected to by Mr. Hamitton.] 
" House | bill (No. 323) ** for the relief of J. C. 
Buc kles 

The bill was read through. 


Mr. ROWE. I object. 
Mr. PRESTON. The gentleman who reported 
ill is not present; but I trust it will not be 
ected to. This case has been here continually 
from year to year, always reported favorably 
ion, and always lost for want of action upon it 

y the House. I hope the objection will be with- 
jrawn. 

The objection was not withdrawn. 

House bill (No. 324) * for the relief of McAtee 
& Eastman.’’? [Objected to by Mr. Hastings. } 

House bill (No. 335) ‘* for the relief of James 
S. Graham, and Walker H. Finnall.’’ [Objected 
to by Mr. Rowe. ] 

House bill (No. 327) ‘*to authorize Robert 
Graham to locate six thousand nine hundred and 
ninety- -three acres of land, in lieu of one ee 

f part of certain lands patented to John Edga 
and 4 Joho Murray St. Clair, by the Governor of 
the Northwestern Territory.” [Objected to by 
Mr. Reapy.] 

Senate bill (No. 303) ‘for the relief of James N. 
Goggin.’? [Objected to by Mr. Hastines.] 


Joint resolution (No. 24) ** for the adjustment of 


e accounts of John D. Colmesnil.’’ 

The bill and report were read through. 

Mr. LETCHER. I object. 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. I! hope the objec- 
tion will be withdrawn. The bill places the mat- 
terin the hands of the First Comptroller of the 
Tr easury, and [ had rather trust to his judgment 

1an that of this House. 

The objection was not withdrawn. 

Senate bill (No. 147) ‘* for the relief of the legal 
representatives of the late Thomas Chapman, for- 
merly collector of the port of Georgetown, South 
Carolina.’’ [(Objected to by Mr. Jones, of New 
York. ] 

House bill (No. 359) ‘* for the relief of the heirs 
f Captain Nehemiah Stokely, deceased.”’ [Ob- 
ected to by Mr. Mittson.] 


House bill ( 361) ‘‘for the relief of the 
widow and children of Ezra Chapman, deceased.”’ 
(Objected to by Mr. Miuson.] 

House bill (No. 362) ‘‘ for the relief of the 
heirs and legal representatives of Joseph Savage, 
leceased.’’ [Objected to by Mr. Mitson.]} 

House bill (No. 363) ‘* for the relief of the heirs 
f Thomas Parks, deceased.’’ [Objected to by 
Mr. SkEtron. } 


House bill (No. 364) * for the relief of William | 


A. Duer, John Duer, and Beverly Robinson, 
trustees of the estate of Sarah Alexander, widow 


of Major General William Alexander, commonly | 


known as Lord Sterling.”’ 


Hamitron. } 


Mr. RUSSELL. 
now rise. 

The question was put; and there were, on a 
division—ayes 39, noes 41; no quorum voting. 

Mr. JONES. | ask that the rollbecalled. The 
rule requires it. 

The Clerk commenced calling the roll. 

Mr. HAVEN. Is it in order to call for tellers? 

The CHAIRMAN. Itis. 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. 
too late to call for tellers. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks not. 


[Objected to by Mr. 


I move that the committee do 


I submit that itis 


The committee found itself without a quorum upon | 


a division, and they havea right to a recount. 

Mr. JONES. he Chair announced that _ 
committee had refused to rise; and the committ 
Were proceeding to take up another bill, when the 
attention of the Chair was called to the fact that 
& quorum had not voted. I think it is clearly too 
late to call for tellers. 

The CHAIRMAN. Upon that 
Chair will decide that it is too late. 
will call the roll. 

The roll was then called. 


cround the 


The Clerk 


The committee rose; and the Speaker having | 


resumed the chair, the Chairman (Mr. Disney} 
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reported that a Committee of the Whole House 
had, according to order, had the Private Calendar 
under consideration, and having found itself with- 
out a quorum, had caused the roll to be called, and 
had directed him to report the facts to the House, 
with the names of the absentees, as follows: 
Messrs. Abercrombie, Aiken, Allen, Willis Al 
len, Ashe, David J. Bailey, Thomas H. Bayly, Ball, Banks, 
Bell, Bennett, Bissell, Bliss, Bocock, Boyce, Breckinridge, 
Bridges, r, Caruthers, Chamberlain, Chase, Chastain, 


James C 


Dugg 


Chrisman, Clark, Clingman, Cook, Cox, Craige, Cullom, 
Cumming, Curtis, Cutting, John G. Davis, Dawson, Dean, 


Dent, De Witt. Dick 
Eastman, Eddy, Edgerton, 
Elliott, Elli English, 
ton, Flagler, Franklin, 
Grey, Grow, Andrew J. 
Haven, Hibbard, 


, Dickinson, Drum, Dunbar, Dunham, 
Edmands, Edmundson, JohnM. 

Etheridge, Everhart, Ewing, Fen 
Fuller, Gs amble, Green. Greenwood. 
Harlan, Wiley P. Harris, Harrison, 
Hiester, Hill, Hughes, Ingersoll, J. Glaney 
Jones, Roland Jones, Keitt, Kittredge, Kurtz, Lamb, 
Lane, Lilly, Lindley, Lyon, Macdonald, McQueen, Mace, 
Maurice, Maxwell, Mayall, Meacham, John G. Miller, 
Smith Miller, Morrison, Murray, Nichols, Noble, Olds, 
Andrew Oliver, Mordecai Oliver, Packer, Peck, Bishop 
Perkins, John Perkins, Powell, Ready, Reese, Richardson, 


son, 


Riddle, Rogers, Sabin, Sage, Sapp, Seward, Seymour, 
Simmons, William R. Smith, George W. Smvth, Sollers, 
Frederick P. Stanton, Richard H. Stanton, Alexander H. 
Stephens, Hestor L. Stevens, Stratton, Andrew Stuart, 
David Stuart, Thurston, Tweed, Walbridge, Walley, 
Walsh, Warren, Israel Washburn, Westbrook, Witte, 
Daniel B. Wright, Hendrick B. Wright, and Yates. 

The SPEAKER announced that one hundred 


and one members—less than a quorum—had an- 
swered to their names. 
Mr. CAMPBELL. 
now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; and thereupon (at 
ten minutes to four o’clock) the House adjourned 
until to-morrow at twelve o’clock, m. 


I move that the House do 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
, 1854. 
twelve o’clock, m. 
Henry SiIicer. 


Saturpay, June 2 
The House met at Prayer 
by Rev. 

The Journal of yesterday was in part read. 

Mr. COBB. I understand the Journal is a very 
long one. I move that the further reading be dis- 
pensed with. 

By unanimous consent, the motion was agreed 
to, and the Journal approved. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATION. 

The SPEAKER laid before the House a com- 
munication from the Secretary of the Treasury, 
transmitting a statement prepared by the Register 
of the Treasury, exhibiting an account of the re- 
ceipts and expenditures of the United States for 
the year ending 30th June, 1853, in pursuance of 
a standing order of the House. 

The communication was laid upon the table, 
and ordered toe be printed. 


PRIVATE BILLS. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. The House, while in 
Committee of the Whole on the Private Calendar, 
yesterday, passed a number of bills, but the com- 
mittee, finding itself without a quorum, could not 
report them to the House I now ask unanimous 
consent that the Committee of the Whole House 
may be discharged from the further consideration 
of those bills, and that they may come before the 
House for their passage. They are the bills which 
were considered in committee yesterday to which 
no objection was made. 

Mr. HOUSTON. I desire to say to my friend 
from Indiana, and to the House, that I think those 
bills which were laid aside in committee yester- 
day, to be reported to the House, should be con- 
sidered as having been reported, justas if the com- 
mittee had reported them regularly; but I hope 
my friend will allow them to go over for the pres- 
ent, and not call them up for their passage this 
morning. Let them remain upon the Speaker’s 
table, and come up some other time. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. It will take but a few 
minutes to pass them. 

Mr. HOUSTON. I am perfectly willing that 
the bills should pass, every one of them: but it is 
very important that we should dispose of the civil 
and diplomatic bill to-day. [ hope on Monday 
next to be able to get up in committee the bill 
making provisions for carrying out the late Mex- 
ican treaty. It is absolutely necessary that that 
bill should pass before Friday next. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I have no doubt that 
these bills can be disposed of in less t!me than we 
have been occupied in talking about them. I hope 
they will be passed in gross. 
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The committee will be dis- 
further consideration, unless 


The SPEAKER. 
charged from their 
objection be made. 

There was no objection; and the 
brought before the House in gross. 

Mr. HILLYER. [rise toa privileged question. 
I move to reconsider the vote of yesterday, by 
which Senate bill No. 330, for the relief of José de 
Luco, &c., was referred to a Committee of the 
W hole House 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman’s motion to 
reconsider will be entered. It cannot be consid- 
ered now in connection with the unanimous order 
of the House discharging the Committee of the 
Whole House from the private bills to which no 
objection was made yesterday. The gentleman 
can call it up any time afterwards. ’ 

Mr. HENDRICKS. At the request of the 
Speaker, | wish to bring before the House one 
other matter. In calling the Private Calendar yes- 
terday, House bill (No. 362) for the relief of the 
heirs of Joseph Savage, was called; but the Clerk, 
at the moment, could not find the report accom- 
panying it. The report abundantly sustains the 
case, but merely because it could not be found, 
though it was among the papers, the bill was 

massed over. I ask that the report be now read. 
tis very short; not half a column in length. If 
there be objection, of course I shall not ask action 
on the bill. {ff no objection be made, then I shall 
ask that the Committee of the Whole be dis- 
charged from its further consideration. 

Mr. HAMILTON. The gentleman from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Mitztson] made the objection to the 
bill yesterday. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. 
stand, 
case. 

TheSPEAKER. TheChair understood, at the 
time the bill was passed over, that the objection 
was because there was no report. If there be 
other objection, the bill of course goes over. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. As there seems to be 
other objection to the bill, | now ask that all the 
bills to which no amendment has been made, be 
put on their passage en masse. 

The SPEAKER. Thatcourse will be pursued, 
unless objection be made. ‘The titles of the bills 
will be read, and if any member desires a sep- 
arate vote on any one, he will rise in his place and 
say so. First will be considered a bill to which 
amendment was made. 

The Clerk read the title of the first bill, 
lows: 

House bill (No. 270) **to provide a pension 
for Captain Thomas Porter.’’ 

The amendment of the Committee of the Whole 
House was read and concurred in, as follows: 

Add: 

And the amount found due under the provisions of 


this act shall be paid to the children of the said Captain 
Thomas Porter. 


bills were 


The objection, I under- 
was because there was no report in the 


as fol- 


The question was put on ordering the bill to be 
engrossed and read a third time; and there were— 
ayes 61. 

Mr. HAMILTON. 

Tellers were ordered; 
VaiL were appointed. 

The question was taken; 
ported—ayes 99, noes 18. 

The Chair voting in the affirmative, the bill was 
ordered to be engrossed and read a third time; and 
being engrossed, it was read a third time, and 
subsequently passed. 


The SPEAKER. The following bill is re- 
ported with an amendment: 

A bill for the relief of lra Day, of Vermont. 

The amendment is to insert after the words 
‘*Ira Day,” the following words: “ or his legal 
representatives.’’ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill, as amended, was then ordered to be 
engrossed and read a third time; and being en- 
grossed, it was read the third time, and passed. 


The following Senate bills were then taken up, 
read a third time, and passed: 

No. 17. Anact to reimburse the Common Coun- 
cil of the city of New York for expenditures made 
for the first regiment of New York volunteers; 

No. 54. An act for the relief of Priscilla C. 
Simonds; 

No. 117. 
stead; and 


I demand tellers. 
and Messrs. Ewine and 


and the tellers re- 


An act for the relief of Moses Olm- 


Rane. 
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No. 283. An act for the relief of Liewellen 
Washington. 

‘The following bill having been also read by its 
title: ; 

No. 249. An act for the relief of Zadoc C. In- 
ghram, 

Myr. OLDS said: I have one word to say with 
regard to the Inghram case. [ am reported in the 
Globe of to-day as having said, yesterday, as fol- 


we 


‘There is a Senate report somewhere ; but if the com 


mittee will allow me, 1 will state the facts of the case in 


’ 
halt adozen words. This is the case of a postmaster who 


paid over the amount of his postages to the contractor, but 
the money wae stolen A suit was brought against him, 
and the amount recovered from him. But since that tune 
it has been proven salisiactonly that the money was stolen. 
‘These are the facts of the case. I hope there will be no 


objection.’? 


‘ 


Sir, the statement which I made yesterday was 
not that the money was stolen. The case is this: 
The postmaster paid over the money to the con- 
tractor for carrying the mails, and his vouchers 
for the payment were sent to the General Post 
Office, and were burned when the Post Office build- 
ing was burned,in 1836. A suit was commenced 

vainst him, however, for the money, inasmuch 
as the vouchers were lost. The contractor to 
whom the money had been paid being dead, the 
evidence before the committee is from the brother 
of the contractor, who certifies under oath that the 
contractor did receive his money. And the peti- 
tioner asks to be discharged from this suit against 
him. ‘This makes a much stronger case than that 
as reported in the Globe, 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. I ask the gentle- 

man from Oho if the contractor was charged with 
the money in the settlement of the accounts of the 
Department? 
r. OLDS. The contractor’s account still 
stands open atthe Department. Butitis in proof 
by the brother of the contractor, under oath, that 
the contractor did receive this money from the 
vostmaster. 

Mr. JONES. In what year was the money paid ? 

Mr. OLDS. Iam unable to say now, the Sen- 
ate report having been mislaid. I believe, how- 
ever, it was in 1836. 

Mr. JONES. And the statement is, that the 
accountis still open at the Post Office Department. 
I should suppose it would be settled before this 
time. 

Mr. HENN. I would state to the gentleman 
from Tennessee, that the account has been kept 
open for this very purpose, of giving the post- 
master an opportunity to prove this fact. He has 
never been able to do it till within the last six 
months. 

Mr. JONES. Then certainly the Department 
ought to have been able to close the account within 
six months, if it is proved that the contractor got 
the money. e 

The bill was then ordered to a third reading; 
and was subsequently read a third time, and 
paseed, 

I'he following House bills were then ordered to 
be engrossed and read athird time; and, being en- 
grossed, were read a third time, and passed: 

Elouse bill (No, 269) ‘to create and providea 
pension for David ‘Towle;”’ 

House bill (No. 319) ** for the relief of Samuel 
McKnight, of Kentucky;’’ 

House bill (No. 320) * for the relief of William 
Wallace, of the State of Illinois;’* 

House bill (No. 321) ‘* for the relief of George 
M. Bentley, of the State of Indiana;”’ 

House bill (No. 356) *‘ for the relief of William 
G. Howison;’’ 

House bill (No. 360) ‘for the relief of the heirs 
of Captain Matthew Jack, deceased ;” 

House bill (No.365) ‘for the relief of the heirs 
of Lot Hall, deceased;’’ and 

House bill (No. 366) ‘* for the relief of the legal 
representatives of Henry Hoffman.” 


Mr. HOUSTON. I now hope that the House 
will resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole 
on the state of the Union, with a view to finish 
to-day the civil and diplomatic bill. 

Mr. DISNEY. I ask the gentleman from Ala- 
bama to yield to me for a moment. There is a 
bill in relation to the survey of the public lands 
of Oregon, which has come back from the Senate 
with a single amendment. I ask the unanimous 


’ 
“1 
vi 


consent of the House to take up that bill, and |, 


agree to the amendment. 


THE CONGRESSIONAL GLOBE, — 


The title of the bill was reported, as follows: 

A bill to amend an act approved September 27, 
1850, to create the office of surveyor general of 
public lands in Oregon, and ag act amendatory 
thereof, approved May 19, 1853. 

Mr. LETCHER.,. I understand that that bill 
is to increase offices. If so, | object to it. 

Objection being made, the bill was not taken up. 

Mr. MecMULLIN. IL move that the House 
resolve itself into a Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar. 

The SPEAKER. This being private bill day, 
the motion to go into Committee upon the Private 
Calendar takes precedence of the motion to go 
into the Committee of the Whole on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. HENN. I wish to ask thegentleman from 
Alabama, thechairman of the Committee of Ways 
and Means, what he proposes to take up in the 
Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union? 

Mr. HOUSTON. M y object is to take up and 
finish the civil and diplomatic bill, in order that on 
Monday we may take up the bill to appropriate 
$10,000,000 to carry out our recent treaty with 
Mexico. 

Mr. McMULLIN. We cannot get through 
with that bill to-day. 

Mr. HOUSTON. Wecan, easily. 

Mr. HAMILTON. I would inquire of the 
Chair, if we go into Committee of the Whole 
House on the Private Calendar, will it be objec- 
tion day, or will discussion be in order? 

The SPEAKER. It will not be objection 
day. 

he question being upon Mr. McMutuin’s 
motion, 

Mr. CARRUTHERS called for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered; and Messrs. PeckHam 
and Vait were appointed. 

The question was taken; and the tellers reported 
—ayes 49, a further count not being demanded. 

So the motion was not agreed to. 

The question recurred upon the motion that the 
House resolve itself into the Committee of the 
W hole on the state of the Union; and being taken, 
the motion was agreed to. 


CIVIL AND DIPLOMATIC BILL. 


The rules were accordingly suspended. The 
House resolved itself into the Committee of the 


Whole on the state of the Union, (Mr. Orr in the | 


chair,) and resumed the consideration of the bill 
making appropriations for the civil and diplomatic 
expenses of Government for the year ending the 
30th of June, 1855. 

When the committee last rose, Mr. Smirn, of 
Virginia, had offered the following amendment: 


For the completion of the bridge at Little Falls, in the 
District of Columbia, $75,000: Provided, That no part of 
this appropriation shall be expended exceptin fulfillment of 
a contract which the Secretary of the Interior is hereby 
required to make, if in his power to do so, for the comple- 
tion of said bridge for the amount hereby appropriated ; and 
it shall be, and is hereby declared to be, the duty of said 
Secretary to require the contractor or contractors to give 


bond with ample security for the fulfillment of his contract. | 


Mr. Skeiton had moved to amend the same 
by reducing the appropriation to $38,000, and the 
pending question was upon the latter amendment. 

Mr. LETCHER. I donot propose to make 
anything like a speech; but there is one part of 
the amendment of my colleague which I want 
stricken out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair must remind 
the gentleman that there is already an amendment 
pending—one offered by the gentleman from New 
Jersey—upon which debate is exhausted. 

Mr. LETCHER. I thought that the question 
was taken on the amendment. 

The question was taken on Mr. Ske.ton’s 
amendment; and it was rejected. 

Mr. LETCHER., 1 move to strike from the 


| amendment the words ** if in his power he can do 


so.” 


| Mr. SMITH, of Virginia. I accept the gentle- 
man’s amendment as a modification of my own. 


Mr. McMULLIN. I move to reduce the ap- 
propriation to $25,000. 

Mr. Chairman, it is at all times unpleasant 
for me to differ with my colleagues on any ques- 
tion before this committee; but it is more painful 


for me to differ with my friend than any other | 


colleague of mine upon this floor. It is my desire 
now to call the attention of the committee to the 
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have had, very grave doubts whether 
policy of this Government to build this | 
all; and I doubt very much the policy of recy, 
mencing the work now completely prostrate. tf 
it be determined to build a bridge, then | 

that the one suggested is not the proper point, 

You have a bridge across the Potomac river now 
which is called the Long Bridge. There is | efore 
Congress a proposition to build a bridge iin 
the same river at Georgetown, the object of whi, 
will be to accommodate the traveling communiy 
both by carriage and railroad. This brides ; 
located some three or four miles above Georee. 
town. Now, all that will be necessary to aces; 
modate the community will be to construct a tury. 
pike from Leesburg, down alongside the river loa 
point opposite Georgetown, where the bridge puyol 
to be built. The building of that bridge will th¢, 
supersede the necessity for the building of thie 
one. Now, I put it to the committee, whether ;; 
be the desire to build one or two bridges? | ejy. 
gentlemen notice to-day, that if my colleagive’s 
amendment ve adopted for the building of a bridue 
at Little Falls, very soon they will be called on to 
provide for the construction of another one Oppo- 
site Georgetown. I insist that two bridges are 
not necessary. By building the bridge opposite 
Georgetown, you will accommodate the travel by 
the road provided for in my colleague’s ameni- 
ment, and also the travel of Alexandria and the 
whole South. You must build a bridge to connect 
the northern and southern railroads. The building 
of the one at Georgetown will accommodate || 
interests. 

l appeal to my colleague,and more strongly 
because | look to the interests of his constituents, 
whether he ought to hesitate a moment to with- 
draw his amendment, and to let a proposition be 
introduced for the building of a bridge at George- 
town. Let the citizens of Georgetown exten 
the turnpike three miles, to that place, and one 
bridge will accommodate all interests. I hope, if 
my colleague will not withdraw his amendment, 
that the committee will vote it down; for, sir, | 
repeat, you must have a bridge to connect the 
northern with the southern travel, either at George- 
| town or below that point. That place I under- 
| stand to be the proper and appropriate one fora 
bridge. 

Will the committee, then, under these cireum- 
stances, having heretofore purchased this bridge 
from the company, and having appropriated 


It 18 the 


ridge at 


IDSist 


n- 


now appropriate $75,000 more when Congress 
may in future, as it doubtless will, be called upon 
to build another bridge at Georgetown? It would 
be doing a. to every interest of this great 
country. I ask you to look at this question in its 
truecharacter. ‘There ought not to be two opin- 
ions upon this subject; and | hope the amendment 
will be rejected. 

Mr. MAY. I hope the amendment proposed 
by the gentleman who has just taken his seat will 
not prevail, I think that the one presented by 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Smiru] deserves 
the favor of the committee. The site of the bridge 
at Little Falls is one that has been selected for 
more than fifty years; and the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. McMu uy] is quite mistaken that 
it is not, by nature, in a favorable position fora 
bridge. It is the best, in my opinion, within fifty 
miles above that place, and down to the mouth of 
the river. The channel of the river is confined 
there within the narrowest space to be found any 
where for fifty miles above. The Government, 
| when it agreed to purchase the bridges across the 
eastern branch of the Potomac, that the commu- 
| nication between this District and Maryland might 
be free, thought that it would be just to the people 
| of Virginia that the same privilege should be given 
to them. They accordingly purchased the old 
suspension bridge which swung across the river 
at this place. That is the origin of the purchase 
of this bridge. 
| Roads constructed at great expense converge t0 
this point upon both sides of theriver. The com- 
munication to that point has been established by 
fifty years’ use of the bridge; and it will be a most 
serious disappointment and injury to the people 
upon both sides of the river if that communica 
tion should be interrupted. The Government had 
|| undertaken to build this bridge. They purchased 
|) it, and it is an act of justice to the people of Vir- 


| $30,000 for this purpose, which has been ail lost, 


}} facts in this case. In the first place, | have, and || ginia, as well as the people of the District, that 
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ammunication upon both sides should be free 
en. I submit, therefore, whether the Gov- 
nt shal! now retreat from this sort of under- 
Shall an accident, such as happened to 

s bridge, and which has been explained by the 
nan from Virginia to have been caused by 
wreaking of a strap of iron, prevent Congress 
fulfilling its engagement to complete this 


in By 


rk. Thegentleman describes the piers as being 
; and enduring. I wish to observe, that itis the 
n of a bridge-builder, who, at my instance, 
we d examined those piess—I speak of Mr. 
Wendell Bollman, a man of learning, whose opin- 
; entitled to great weight, and who built the 
ives upon the Baltimore and Ohio railroad— 
there never was a work more judiciously 
yned than this bridge. I do trust that the 
mendment proposed by the honorable gentleman 
ym Virginia will be adopted, so that the people 
¢ Virginia, residing in that part of the State, may 
have free access to this city. The position is a 
od one, and, as | said before, one long selected, 
|. by a sort of common user, has become the 
ry at that point of the river. I trust that the 
mmittee will give their support to the amend- 
ment proposed by the gentleman from Virginia. 
Mr. FLORENCE. I want to offer an amend- 
ment to the amendment of the gentleman from 
Virginia, [Mr. Smiru,] which I will read as I go 
ng. ldo not propose to reduce the appropri- 
yn, but to previde how it is to be expended, and 
how the contract shall be made. It seems to be 
conceded on all hands that this bridge ought to be 
That seems to be the universal sentiment 
of the committee; and the only suggestion now 
which applies most intimately to the minds of all 
the members here is, that the work shall be satis- 
factorily performed. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thegentleman from Penn- 
sylvania will be pleased to state what amendment 
ne proposes. 


The amendment was reported, as follows: 


; 


rulit 
Dulit. 


For the erection and completion of a bridge near the 
Little Falls, on the Potomac river, 875,000 ; to be expended 
inder the direction of the Secretary of the Treasury: Pro- 

ed, That the construction and supervision of the same 
be placed in charge of a civil engineer of experience and 
ability, and that the whole cost shall not exceed the amount 
herein appropriated: a contract to be made with the most 
responsible bidder after first inviting pians and proposals 
for thirty days in six or more daily journals of the United 
States. 

Mr. FLORENCE. Mr. Chairman, I submit 
the amendment without desiring to detain the 
committee any longer with observations upon it. 
lt is comprehensive; it is clear; it is plain; it 
guards the ‘l'reasury; and it secures the erection 
of a perfect structure. 

Mr. PECKHAM. The difficulty which ap- 
pears to be in the amendment is, that it orders the 
contract to be given to the richest man in the com- 
munity—to ‘* the most responsible.”’ 

Mr. FLORENCE. Well, let the amendment 
be altered, so as to make the contract be assigned 
to the best bidder. [ meant the most responsible 
architecturally—professionally the best bidder. 
And I do not know, after all, but that the most 
responsible bidder would be the best bidder. It 
ls a matter of very great consequence that the con- 
tractor should be a man of responsibility; because 
if he be not responsible, we have no assurance that 
the bridge will be properly constructed. I think 
it was for want of responsibility—mechanical 
responsibility or skill—that the other structure 
fell. I therefore desire to present the amendment, 
and I think if the committee listen to the reading 
of it again, there will be no objection to its adop- 
tion. 

Mr. McMULLIN. I desire the attention of 
the committee for a few minutes, to get the facts 
fairly before them. As to the correctness of the 
site for the bridge—as to its being a most advant- 
ageous one, as stated by the gentleman from Ma- 
ryland, (Mr. May,] I shall not controvert that 
point with him. I concede the fact; it is a good 
site. The river is narrow, and it isa very good 
place to build the bridge. But that is not the issue 
which I tender to my colleague, [Mr. Smiru,] and 
to the gentleman from Maryland. What, sir, is 
the issue? I say that it is better that we should 
not build a bridge there at all. And why? I say 
that but one bridge ought to be built from this 
District tothe Virginia shore. I say, further, that 
the building of a bridge at Georgetown will super- 


| attach it to the bill, in the Senate. 


| to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. McMutuw. } 


THE CONGRESSIONAL GLOBE. 


| 
Falls. I beg the House to remember that you can 
| constructa bridge at Georgetow n,on the aqueduct, 
which will accommodate, as I before remarked, 
not omy the traveling community which comes 
from Little Falls, but 1 will do more; it will ac- 
commodate the traveling community of Alexan- 


dria, Fredericksburg, Petersburg, and the whole 
South. 


Since | had the floor upon this subject, the other 
day, I have been informed that various peutions 
have been presented at the other end of the Cap- 
itol, asking the attention of Congress to this sub- 
ject. Now, sir, I say in my place that you can 
construct a bridge at Georgetown upon the piers 
already there, which were built at the expense of 
the General Government. Over those piers you 
can construct a bridge which willanswer the pur- 
poses of the gentleman’s constituents, by simply 
extending the turnpike road. Is Congress pre- 
pared for an expenditure of $75,000, when you can 
save the most of it by constructing two or three 
miles of turnpike road? Can it make any differ- 
ence with the people of Fredericksburg, and of all 
that country, whether they travel on the north 
side of the river, or go the same distance on the 
south side? 

lL beg the learned gentleman from Baltimore 
{Mr. May] to look at the matter as a practical 
question. Will you build two bridges or one? 
Lam one of those who will not uphold this ex 
travagant system of legislation. And I beg the 
committee to remember, that if they vote down 
the amendment now; if the object is just, right, 
and proper, it will be competent for my worthy, 
intelligent, and illustrious colleague who offered 
it, or for his friends, to offer the amendment, and 
But t tell him 
and the Senate that it is unnecessary. 

I hope the committee will vote down his amend- 
ment. [ have endeavored to shgw that one bridge 
only is necessary, and that such bridge must be 
built. There are constituents of mine who ask 
the privilege of constructing a railroad from Alex- 
andria to Washington city, the work to be allowed 
to pass over the Long Bridge. A bridge will be 
built for that purpose, either by the Government 
or by rivate enterprise. But I hope the time will 
soon arrive when the General Government will 
cut itself loose from all public improvements. A 


| bridge can be built by private enterprise for one 


third less than it can be constructed by the Gov- 


| ernment. 


Sut | repeat, that two bridges are unnecessary. 
The one at Georgetown is all that is necessary; 
and if | vote for the amendment at all, it will be 
for the bridge at Georgetown; but I cannot con- 
sistently vote for the amendment offered by my 
colleague from Virginia. 

Mr. FLORENCE. With the consent of the 
committee, | will modify my amendment, so as to 
make it read ** the best bidder,’’ instead of ‘ the 
most responsible bidder.”’ 

Mr. TAYLOR, of Tennessee. I would sug- 
gest to the gentleman, that he modify it so as to 
make it read ** the lowest and best bidder.”’ 

Mr. FLORENCE. 1 will accept that amend- 
ment. 

The question was taken on Mr. Fiorence’s 
amendment, and it was rejected. 

The question recurred on Mr. Smiru’s amend- 
ment. 

Mr. STANTON, of Kentucky. Before the 
question is taken, | move to amend by increasing 
the appropriation one dollar. 

[ move that amendment for the purpose of 
saying a word upon the amendment of the gen- 
t!emen from Virginia, [Mr. Smiru,] and in reply 
The gentleman seems to think that a bridge at this 
point will not be needed, because one can be built 
at Georgetown more conveniently. Now, sir, a 
bridge cannot be built at Georgetown without cost- 
ing at least four or five times as much as will be 
necessary to build it at the Little Falls. A bridge 
is needed at this latter place. The people in Vir- 


| ginia, Opposite, are in constant communication 


with the cities of Georgetown and Washington. 
As was remarked by the gentleman from Mary- 
land, [Mr. May,] they have been accustomed to 
take this direction for the last forty or fifty years. 
If you make the bridge at Georgetown, it will 
evidently be intended to do away with the one 
opposite Washington. 


There are two or three | 
Sede the necessity of building a bridge at Little || railroads centering at Alexandria, all the travel | 


1503 


by which passes up to and over the Long Bridge, 
to the city of Washington, thence off to various 
portions of the Union. If youmake the bridge at 
Georgetown, you increase the trav el from Alex- 
andria to that place to thirteen miles; whereas, 
ry the Long Bridge, the distance is only six 
miles. . 

On 


the Potomac the 
proper to muy out two 
located withina 
Why did tt buy them out? 
it wanted to make the travel between 
and this District 
expense. 


branch of 
has thought 
or three bridges 


the eastern 
Government 
mile ortwo of 
each other. Because 
Maryland 
and without 
The people of Virginia are as much 
entitled to this convenience as those of Maryland. 
The citizens of Washington and Georgetown are 
as much entitled to convenience in g 
Virginia as in going into Maryland. 


convenient —open 


ming 


into 


The Little Falls bridge crosses the river at a 
point where the distance is only one hundred and 
twenty feet. It is about 


above Georgetown. 


three anda half miles 
Every part of the structure 
will be within the Districtof Columbia, its jurisdic- 
tion extending to the othershore. We havea firm 
and substantial abutment on the Virginia side. 
Besides, the Government has theretwo piers now 
constructed, and which will be a total loss if this 
site is abandoned. It will be necessary to build 
two other plers in order to reach the high ground 
on the Virginia side. lt understand that it is in- 
tended to erect these two piers, and to put up a 
wooden structure which can there be made cheaper 
than at any other point of the river. At George- 
town the distance across the river is four, five, or 
six times as much, and the cost of the structure 
will be four, five, or six times as great as the 
amount now proposed to be appropriated. 

I have not the slightest doubt that the appro- 
priation now proposed will meet all the expense 
of putting up a complete and substantial structure 
at that point. I think it ought to be done, and | 
shall vote for it cheerfully. 

Mr. STEPHENS, of Georgia. I am opposed 
to the amendment of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky, but for the original amendment, moved by 
the gentleman from Virginia. lam also for voting. 
I think that the committee understand this question 
very well. I[t is needless to consume more time 
on it. I think that theyentleman from Kentucky, 
who moves to reduce the appropriation, has 
given us most conclusive reasons why we should 
not abandon the bridge at Little Falls. I do not 
suppose that anything J] can say will give the 
committee more information on this subject than 
it now has. The question simply is, shall we 
abandon this bridge after the expenditure of 
so much money? Thatis the whole question, I 
I take it for granted that the House does not in- 
tend to abandon it. I do notthink there is a ma- 
jority for abandoning it. If I did, | would take 
more time to argue the question. I hope that we 
may have a vote on the amendment without fur- 
ther discussion. 

Mr. STANTON, of Kentucky, by unanimous 
consent, withdrew his amendment. 

Tellers were ordered on Mr. Smirn’s amend- 
ment, and Messrs. Hamittron and 
were appointed. 

The question was taken; and the tellers reported 
—ayes 71, noes 58. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CLARK. I am instructed by the Com- 


mittee on Agriculture to offer the following amend- 
ment: 


ELASTINGS 


For the eollection of agricultural statistics, and the pro- 
curement and distribution of cuttings and seeds, $25,000; 
to be paid ont of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated 


I have received a communication from the Com- 
missioner of Patents, which | send to the Clerk’s 
desk to be read. 


The communication was ther read, as follows: 


Unirep States Patent Orrice, ? 
June 21, 1854. 5 

Sir: I understand that the Committee of Ways and 
Means, inthe civil and diplomatic bill, about to be acted 
upon by Congress, have neglected to provide, as has been 
the custom heretofore, any appropriation for the « ollection 
of agricultural statistics, and the procurement and distrilu 
tion of cuttings and seeds. 

[ beg leave to inform you that, in anticipation of euch 
an appropriation, to be expend: d under the direction of 
this Bureau, we have already collected much vaiuable sta 
tistical and other agricultural information, intended to be 
embodied in our next annual report, whieh, if properly car- 
ried into effect, will require additional means. 
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Should it be the pleasure of Congress that anything should 
be done in this respect, beyond the reach of the means now 
at our disposal, a further appropriation will be necessary; 
and if it be intended to supply, in any reasonable degree, 
the wants, and to comply with the wishes, of the agricultu- 
ral portion of the community, it will require an appropria- 
uon for that purpose, of not less than $25,000. 

{ have no doubt that such a sum could be very advant 
ageously employed in furtherance of the general objects of 
the agricultural branch of this office. 

Very respectfully, your obedient servant, 

C. MASON, Oommissioner. 

To Hon. Jonn L. Dawson, Chairman of Committee 
on Agriculture, House of Representatives, United States. 


Mr. HOUSTON. 1 think that there are two 
points about this amendment on which I ought to 
say something. In the first place, the letter just 
read would seem to convey the impression that 
the Committee of Ways and Means had inten- 
tionally neglected to include that appropriation in 
this bill. [tis asingular fact, that notwithstand- 


Patents in that letter, he presented no estimate to 
the committee for this purpose; although he seems 
to endeavor to cast upon us the reflection—or what 
he thinks the reflection—of having omitted or 
failed to include this appropriation in the bill. But, 
in truth and in fact, it is entirely a neglect of his 
own, orof some one else in the PatentOffice. No 


estimate for this was sent to the Committee of 
Ways and Means; and we are not in the habit of 


traveling out of estimates, sent from the Depart- 
ments in one shape or the other, with a view to 
make appropriations. 

There is another thing. The phraseology of this 
amendment, in its present form, is unusual; and 
‘I think itis wrong. Until the deficiency bill which 
passed the House the other day, we have always 
appropriated that money out of the Patent Office 
fund. We did not do it in that deficiency bill, and 
for the reason that the Patent Office was without 
funds. But we gave them $10,000 in that bill. 
We gave them $40,000 or $45,000 to furnish a 
room in which to keep their models. We have 
given them from $50,000 to $60,000 in this bill, 
with a view to enable them to meet these expenses 
thereafter. That amendment ought to provide 
that the moneys, appropriated by it, should come 
out of the Patent Office fund. It is for the next 
fiscal year; and it is to be presumed, that they will 
have a Patent Office fund next year out of which 
to pay these appropriations. We have paid all 
the deficiencies this year. We have furnished 
their room for models, which is the first appro- 
priation of the kind that we have ever made. We 
have done all this,and now it is asked to pay this 
ae out of the Treasury. 

Now, 1 think the proper mode would be to 
amend the amendment so as to make the appro- 
priation be paid out of the Patent Office fund; and 
if they have no fund, I think it is time for them 
to let us know that, and to let us take such steps 
to supply them as may be necessary. In the 
mean time, and considering the fact that the appro- 
yriations contained in this amendment will not 
Lave to be expended until the next fiscal year, | 
move to amend the amendment by striking out 
these last words, ‘‘ out of any moneys in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated,’’ and insert 
in lieu thereof the words * out of the Patent Office 
fund.’’ 

Mr. LILLY. [am opposed to the amendment 
to theamendment submitted by the gentleman from 
Alabama, [Mr. Hovsron,] for the reason that he 
has already given. He says this money should 
come out of the Patent Office fund. Now, I am 
opposed to any such amendment. I am opposed 
to the great agricultural interests of this country 
being made to play second-fiddle to any other in- 
terest. ‘Take this appropriation from the funds 
of the Patent Office, and you tax the mechanics 
and inventors of this country for the benefit of the 
farmers, although itis very little that they get from 
this Government. Again, he says the money 
will not be wanted until after the expiration of 
the present fiscal year. Now, the great object of 
having this appropriation made now is, that they 
can predicate upon it their conduct and calcula- 
tions in reference to purchasing these seeds, and 
in order that they can get and distribute them 
within the fiscal year, as they ought to do, and in 
order that we may not have to supply a deficienc 
for this object in the next deficiency bint. [ think 
the proposition a reasonable one, and that the 
Patent Office can expend this money with great 
benefit to the country. 


out ef the general fund, the Commissioner of Pat- 


ents can go on and make his contracts for these 
seeds with more confidence, and.at a greater ad- 
vantage, than he can do if we fail to appropriate 


it. lL hope, therefore, that the amendment of the | 


gentleman from Alabama will not prevail, but 
that the amendment of the gentleman from Michi- 
gan will be adopted. 

The question was then taken upon the amend- 
ment to the amendment; and it was rejected. 

Mr. BENSON. I move to increase the amount 
contained in the amendment of the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Crark] five dollars. 

| make that motion, Mr. Chairman, for the pur- 


pose of saying a word in reply to the remarks of | 


the gentleman from Alabama, (Mr. Hovuston,]as 
well as maintaining the importance of a liberal 
appropriation for the object under consideration. 


| [tis well known that there is a large number of 
ing the phraseology used by the Commissioner of |! 


the members of this House who believe that some- 
thing more ought to be granted to the great in- 
terest of agriculture than what is obtained as a sort 
of——- 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee, (interrupting.) I 
rise toa point of order. It is, that the gentleman 
is talking about the propriety of buying the seed, 
and not to the importance of buying five dollars’ 
worth more, as proposed in his amendment. 


Mr. BENSON. 


THE CONGRESSIONAL GLOBE. 


1 will endeavor to keep as | 


near to the line of propriety, in my remarks, as | 


the gentleman usually does, and as near to my 
amendment. 


The CHAIRMAN. 


The gentleman should 


keep as near to the explanation of the necessity | 


of his amendment as he can. Some latitude has 
been heretofore allowed; but the gentleman will see 
thenecessity of confining himselfto hisamendment. 

Mr. BENSON. 


amount proposed@by the gentleman from Mich- 
it will be pertinent and in order. 


It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that itis enough 
to say that there are those, and they are numer- 


ous, in this House who believe we ought to ex- | 


pend at least the sum which is proposed by the 
gentleman from Michigan, together with the sum 
which I have proposed to add thereto, in the ad- 
vancement of this great interest. 
the judgment of the country is, that there ought 
to be a separate and distinct Department of the 
Government devoted to the cause of avriculture. 
And it is nota new idea. Washington presented 
it in his various messages while he was President 
of the United States; and in March, 1797, writing 
to Mr. Sinclair, says: 


‘¢T am sorry to add, that nothing final in Congress has 


| been decided respecting the institution of a national board 


of agriculture, recommended by me at the opening of the 
session. I think it highly probable that next session will 


| bring this matter to maturity.”’ 


From that day almost every President of the | 


United States has presented the distinct proposi- 
tion that there ought to be, in behalf of the great 
interest of agriculture, a department peculiar and 
devoted toit. But all that agriculture has yet re- 


I take it, thatif my argument | 
| goes to show the necessity of expending the 


| igan, together with the addition which I propose, | 


Sir, I believe | 
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1 will now withdraw my 


geese 

Mr. BENSON. 
amendment. 

Mr. LETCHER. I object to the amendmen 
being withdrawn. I have no objection at all to 
making the usual allowance from the Patent Office 
fund for the purpose specified in this amendmen; 
but I do object to saddling the Patent Office, the Pog, 
Office, and every other Department of the Gov. 
ernment, upon the National Treasury, and thereh 
creating the necessity for keeping up the tarift 
and preventing a reduction of the duties. I find 
that those men whe are the most interested jn the 
passage of such propositions as this, are generally 
men who belong to the tariff party; that they are 
generally those who are the most interested jy 
keeping up a high protective tariff. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair must reming 
the gentleman that he must confine himself to 
opposing the amendment of the gentleman from 
Maine. 

Mr. LETCHER. I am confining myself to 
that amendment. I resist that amendment 
upon the ground, and for the reason, that it js 
throwing additional burdens upon the genera) 
Treasury, and thereby creating a necessity for 
imposing high tariff duties upon the people. |r 
strikes me that that is a perfectly legitimate and 
fair mode of argument in opposing the amendment 
of the gentleman from Maine. I say LI object tw 
measures of this kind being resorted to for the pur. 
pose of keeping up the necessity ofa high tariff, to 
prevent our reducing the duties upon imports, 

Now, sir, so far as those expenditures are con- 
cerned, let the Patent Office pay them out of its 
ownfund. Let those who come here with their 
inventions pay for these expenses out of the funds 
which they have contributed. I have no objection 
to this allowance being made out of that fund, to be 
expended in this way, or in any other way which 
Congress may think proper. I repeat, sir, that | 
hope the burdens of this expenditure will be 
borne by the Patent Office itself, and that that 
Department will not be saddled too upon the gen- 
eral Treasury. 

Mr. BENSON, by unanimous consent, with- 
drew his amendment. 

The question then recurred upon the amend- 
ment offered by Mr. Crark; and being taken, the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. EWING. I presume this is a very good 
place to offer an amendment, which I hold in my 
hand. 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. It seems to me 
this is rather an irregular way of proceeding. | 


| think it will be better if the gentleman will allow 


the miscellaneous items contained in the bill to be 
read before he offers his amendment. We have 
commenced offering these general amendments at 
the head of the miscellaneous class of items con- 
tained in the bill. 

Mr. EWING. Ifthe Committee of Ways and 
Means think that, it would be prettier at the bot- 
tom, very well. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BRECKINRIDGE 


{ move to strike 


| ** $200”? from the following: 


ceived, is simply that which it gets as a sort of || 


adjunct to the Patent Office. ‘ 
Allow me to say, however, that the agricultural 


able contribution in aid of this great cause. It is 
a document which is more demanded by my con- 


| part of the Report of the Patent Office is a valu- | 


stituents, and by almost every agricultural portion | 


of the country, than any document which is pub- 
lished by the order of this House. 


And, Sir, it | 


seems to me that we ought not to be dependent | 


upon any particular fund, such as the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. Houston] suggests, contin- 
gent in its character, to furnish the necessary 


means for supplying the information to give value | 
to the only book which is peculiarly interesting to | 


| the farmers of the country. 


It should be a separate and distinct fund. I 
think we ought to expend at least the amount 


| asked for in the amendment of the gentleman from 


Michigan; and if we spend more than that, | will 


| venture to say our constituents will not find fault 
with us for that, whatever they may do in refer- | 


| are scattering broadcast over the land. 


ence to buying Hickey’s Constitution, valuable 
as that is,and various other publications which we 
Let us 
do something for this interest. Let us adopt the 
amendment of the gentleman from Michigan, and 


If it is appropriated now, | I will not ask for more. 


For compensation of inspectors of said penitentiary, 
(penitentiary of the District of Columbia,) $300, 


—and to insert as follows: 


Seven hundred and fifty dollars; and that the proviso 
contained in the act making appropriations for the support 


|| of Government, approved 12th August 1848, whereby the 


salary of the inspectors was reduced, be, and the same 18 
hereby, repealed. 

Mr. Chairman, I am instructed by the Com- 
mittee of Ways and Means to report that amend- 
ment to this committee. The facts are briefly 
these: A number of years ago a law was passed, 
embracing among other things the appointment of 


| inspectors for the penitentiary of this District, 


fixing the salary of each at $250, and imposing 
on them some very considerable duties. The 
compensation was not an extravagant one. In the 
civil and diplomatic bill of 1848 a provision was 


| inserted, reducing the compensation of these in- 


spectors to $100 each. That is the proviso which 
the amendment proposes to repeal. On the repre- 


|| sentations made to the committee of the character 


it 
| 
| 
| 


of the duties of these gentleman, we thought that 
$250 a year to each was notan exorbitant salary. 
It is therefore proposed to restore the original sal- 
ary. The law originally gave them $750, or $200 
each. 

Mr. SEWARD. I should like very much 
have some information in regard to this peniten- 


” 


®) 


SO sl 


